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PRODUC TELON. 


OW many Methodists, reading the standing for- 

mula, ‘‘Doctrines and Discipiine,’’ on the title- 
page of the successive editions of that marvelous little 
book we call the Discipline, have known exactly what is 
comprehended under the term ‘‘ Doctrines’’? Perhaps 
even ministers have sometimes contented themselves 
with the supposition that it referred only to the Twenty- 
five Articles of Religion, which, as is well known, Mr. 
Wesley abridged from the Thirty-nine Articles of the 
Church of England. But the little book has had a 
long history, dating in America from 1784; and, for- 
tunately, when we carefully trace all the stages of its 
historical evolution as it has steadily gone on to perfec- 
tion, it is not difficult to determine with certainty and 
precision what documents are included under the desig- 
nation, ‘‘ Doctrines of the Methodist Episcopal Church 


in America.’’ 
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Between 1788 and 1808, both in the series of Annual 
Disciplines issued before the General Conference was 
organized in 1792, and in the series of Quadrennial 
Disciplines which appeared from 1792 to 1808, there 
were inserted various Doctrinal Tracts and Sections, the 
complete list of which, with the dates of the Disciplines 
which contain them, is as follows: 


I. ‘*The Scripture Doctrine of Predestination, Elec- 
tion, and Reprobation,’’ which was inserted in 
1788, 1789, 1790, 1791, 1792, 1797, 1801, 1804, 
1805, and 1808. . 

Il. ‘Serious Thoughts on the Infallible, Unconditional 
Perseverance of all that have once experienced 
Faith in Christ,’’ which was inserted in 1788, 
1789, 1790, 1791, 1792, 1797, 1801, 1804, 1805, 
and 1808. 

Ill. ‘‘A Plain Account of Christian Perfection, as be- 
lieved and taught by the Rev. Mr. John Wesley, 
from the year 1725 to the year 1765,’’ which was 
inserted in 1789, 1790, 1791, 1792, 1797, 1801, 
1804, 1805, and 1808. 
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IV. ‘‘An Extract on the Nature and Subjects of Chris- 
tian Baptism,’’ which was inserted in 1790, 1791, 
and 1792. 

V. ‘‘Of Christian Perfection,’’ which was inserted in 


1792, 1797, 1798, 1801, 1804, 1805, and 1808. 


, 


VI. ‘‘Against Antinomianism,’’ which was inserted in 


1792, 1797, 1798, 1801, 1804, 1805, and 1808. 


Having accurately traced the number and character 
of these inserted Doctrinal Tracts and Sections, with 
the editions of the Discipline which contained them, 
let us now notice the parallel evolution of the title-page 
of the Discipline; for that, like the book itself, has a 
clearly traceable and significant history, as, in successive 
editions, it was accommodated to the altered contents of 
the book.* In 1788, when Tracts I and II were first 
inserted, the phrase, ‘‘With some other useful pieces 
annexed,’’ appears on the title-page, the main title 
continuing the same as in 1787—namely, ‘‘A Form of 

* For a complete descriptive and critical catalogue of the editions 
of the Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal Church in America 


from 1784 to 1808, see my article in the AZethodist Review (New 
York) for May—June, 1902. 
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Discipline for the Ministers, Preachers, and Members 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church in America,’’ etc. 
In 1789 the doctrinal contents, though increased by the 
addition of Mr. Wesley’s ‘‘ Plain Account of Christian © 


? 


Perfection,’’ are still indicated by the same phrase em- 
ployed in 1788; but in 1790, when the ‘‘ Extract on the 
Nature and Subjects of Christian Baptism’’ was added, 
and all four of the Doctrinal Tracts, together with the 
Articles of Religion, are incorporated as Sections of the 
Discipline itself, the title becomes, ‘‘A Form of Dis- 
cipline for the Ministers, Preachers, and Members (now 
comprehending the Principles and Doctrines) of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church in America,’’ etc. In 1791 
these same four Doctrinal Sections, and the Articles of 
Religion, again enjoy the unique distinction, among all 
the doctrinal publications of Methodism, in Europe and 
America, of being formally and officially designated, on 
the very title-page of the law-book of the Church, ‘the 
‘Principles and Doctrines of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church in America.’’ In 1792, when the General Con- 
ference was organized, and when all six of the Doctrinal 
Tracts and Sections whose titles are enumerated above 
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were included in the Discipline for the first time, the 
evolution of the title-page into the standard and per- 
manent form was completed; and the title, ‘‘ The Doc- 
trines and Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
in America,’’ together with ‘‘revised and approved at 
the General Conference,’’ meets us for the first time. 

Thus there is not the smallest doubt attached to the 
solidly—nay, perfectly—based historical conclusion that 
the term ‘‘ Doctrines,’’ when it appeared on the title-page 
of the Discipline, and afterwards, designated, together 
with the Articles of Religion, the above-enumerated 
Doctrinal Tracts and Sections, which accordingly must 
be recognized as enjoying the solitary distinction of 
publication in the Discipline, with official designation 
on the title-page thereof as the ‘‘ Doctrines of the Meth- 
odist Episcopal Church in America.’’ 

After 1792 the ‘‘ Extract on the Nature and Subjects 
of Christian Baptism’’ does not appear in any edition 
of the Discipline. In 1798, Tracts I, II, and III were 
omitted from the edition containing the ‘‘Notes’’ of 
Coke and Asbury, lest the book should become too 
bulky ; but they were all restored in the edition of 1801, 
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and continued in the editions of 1804, 1805, and 1808. 
The General Conference of 1812 ordered, on motion 
of Jesse Lee, ‘‘that the tracts on doctrine be left out 
of the future edition of our form of Discipline,’’ and 
that certain tracts, which are named, ‘‘be printed and 
bound in a separate volume.’’ * Accordingly the Tracts 
disappear from the Discipline of 1812—which is also 
reduced from the primitive 16mo to the well-known 
24mo form—and have never since been inserted; though 
the original title of 1792, ‘‘ Doctrines and Discipline,’’ 
has continued on the title-page of all editions of the 
Discipline, in both Episcopal Methodisms, to this day. 
The history of the title-page, and of the book itself, 
leaves no room to doubt its éxact meaning. 

I have before me the volume of tracts which an- 
nounces itself in an ‘‘Advertisement,’’ or preface, as 
published by order of the General Conference of r8r2. 
The ‘‘Advertisement’’ bears date ‘‘ July 5, 1832’’: ap- 
parently twenty years elapsed before the book agents 
obeyed the mandate of the General Conference. The 
tracts, which are thirteen in number, do not include all 


* General Conference Journals, Vol. I, p. 121. 
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of the six mentioned by title in Jesse Lee’s resolution ; 
and include but two of those which had formerly ap- 
peared in the Discipline—namely, ‘‘ Serious Thoughts 
on the Infallible, Unconditional Perseverance,’’ etc., and 
Mr. Wesley’s ‘‘ Plain Account of Christian Perfection.’’ 
The volume itself is entitled <‘A Collection of Interest- 
ing Tracts Explaining Several Important Points of Scrip- 
ture Doctrine.’’ Thus it appears that either long famil- 
iarity with the doctrinal contents of the Discipline had 
made the General Conference of 1812 somewhat unmind- 
ful of the special character which the tracts acquired 
through their incorporation in the Discipline itself; or, 
in the twenty years from 1812 to 1832, the Disciplinary 
thread which bound together the tracts was lost. * 

* The language of the ‘‘ advertisement’’ plainly implies that the 
Book Agents of 1832 believed they were (1) obeying the mandate of 
the General Conference of 1812, and (2) publishing all the doc- 
trinal tracts which had previously been included in the Discipline ; 
though they did neither. They say ‘Several of the following 
Tracts were formerly published in the form of Discipline ; but as this 
undergoes a revision once in four years, the General Conference of 
1812 ordered these Tracts to be left out of the Discipline ; and, that 
they might still be within the reach of every reader, directed them 


to be published in a separate volume. They have been accordingly 
prepared and published in this form, in a stereotyped edition.”’ 
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It has seemed to me to be of real and distinct impor- 
tance and use that a work should be carefully edited and 
published, with a suitable historical and explanatory in- 
troduction, containing all the Doctrinal Tracts and .Sec- 
tions that have at any time formed a part of the Discipline 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church in America—and 
nothing else. These views of mine were communicated 
to Dr. H. C. Jennings, the Senior Agent of the Western 
Methodist Book Concern, through my valued friend, 
Mr. R. T. Miller, a member of the Book Committee of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church; and the result is these 
two volumes of the series of ‘‘ Little Books on Doctrine,’’ 
which I have carefully conformed to the original Tracts 
contained in the Disciplines, the printing being done 
directly from the books themselves, and following, in all 
important particulars, the primitive typography. In this 
manner I have sought to place within reach of all Meth- 
odists, for the first time since the publication of the 
Discipline of 1808, the ‘‘ Doctrines of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church in America,’’ as incorporated in the 
various early editions of the Discipline, and so designated 
on the title-pages thereof. 
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Up to this point in this Introduction, I have striven 
to put in a clear and convincing way what is historically 
certain about these Tracts. If this were all, the publica- 
tion as here carried out would be amply justified. But 
there is a moot question in American Methodism con- 
cerning the ‘‘ present existing and established standards 
of doctrine’’; so described by the General Conference 
of 1808 in the first ‘‘ Restrictive Rule’’ designed to 
define and limit the powers of the Delegated General 
Conference. Toa brief historical consideration of this 
question, the remainder of this Introduction must be 
devoted. 

In the Minutes of the American yearly Conference of 
1781, the first question is as follows: ‘‘What preachers 
are now determined, after mature consideration, close 
observation, and earnest prayer, to preach the old Meth- 
odist doctrine, and strictly enforce the discipline, as 
contained in the Notes, Sermons, and Minutes published 
by Mr. Wesley, so far as they respect both preachers and 
people, according to the knowledge we have of them, 
and the ability God shall give?’’ The same standards 
are nominated in the chapel deeds which were directed 

2 
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to be drawn by the action of the American Conference 
in 1780. In the Minutes of 1784, taken at the last Con- 
ference held before the organization of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church by the Christmas Conference in De- 
cember of that year, occurs the following action with 
regard to European preachers: ‘If they are recom- 
mended by Mr. Wesley, will be subject to the American 
Conference, preach the doctrine taught in the four vol- 
umes of Sermons, and Notes on the New Testament, 
keep the circuits they are appointed to, follow the direc- 
tion of the London and American Minutes, and be sub- 
ject to Francis Asbury as General Assistant, while he 
stands approved by Mr. Wesley and the Conference, we 
will receive them,’’ etc. This action embodies pre- 
cisely the points indicated by Mr. Wesley’s letter of in- 
structions to the Conference, received by Mr. Asbury on 
Christmas Eve, 1783, exactly one year before the assem- 
bling of the Christmas Conference. 

Concerning the Articles of Religion—Twenty-four of 
which appear in the first Discipline of 1784, and the 
whole Twenty-five in the second Discipline of 1786— 


as authorized standards of doctrine there is no dispute. 
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But the alternative seems to lie between Mr. Wesley’s 
first fifty-two or fifty-three Sermons, as published in the 
original four-volume edition, and his Notes on the New 
Testament, together with such weight as must be con- 
ceded to the Doctrinal Minutes of the British Con- 
ference, on the one hand; and the above-enumerated 
Doctrinal Tracts and Sections, actually inserted in the 
Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal Church by com- 
petent authority, on the other. For the Notes, Sermons, 
(and Minutes), may be urged all the English precedents, 
and the American Conference action of 1780, 1781, and 
1784 before the organization of the Church. For the 
Doctrinal Tracts and Sections may be urged the Disci- 
plines, with their title-pages, from 1788 to 1808, con- 
taining and expressly announcing the Doctrines of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church. If there is any express 
and decisive evidence ad rem, enabling us to choose with 
certainty and finality between these two views, which 
appear to be the only definite ones we have historical 
warrant for entertaining, I have not been able to find it. 
My judgment rather inclines to the belief that the fathers 
of 1808,—if they did not actually overlook the action 
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of the Yearly Conferences before the organization of the 
Church, a quarter of a century before, or regard it as 
superseded by the action of the Christmas Conference 
in receiving the Articles of Religion framed by Mr. 
Wesley,—probably had their minds upon the actual 
doctrinal contents of the Disciplines in their hands, 
designated on the title-page as the ‘‘ Doctrines of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church,’’ and familiar to the whole 
Church for nearly a quarter of a century. The Doctrinal 
Tracts and Sections, with the exception of the ‘‘Extract 
on the Nature and Subjects of Christian Baptism,’’ were 
continued, as has been indicated above, in the Discipline 
of 1808 in which the language concerning ‘‘ our present 
existing and established standards of doctrine’’ first 


appeared. 
JNO. J. TIGERT. 
NASHVILLE, TENN., 21 April, 1902. 
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12 HE scripture saith, +God hath chosen us in 

Christ, before the foundation of the world, that 
we should be holy, and without blame before him in love. 
And St. Peter calls the saints, { elect according to the fore- 
knowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of 
the spirit, unto obedience. And St. Paul saith unto them, 
||God hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation, 
through sanctification of the spirit, and belief of the truth ; 
whereupon he hath called you by our gospel, to the obtatn- 
ing of the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

2. From all these places of scripture it is plain that 
God had chosen some to life and glory before, or from 
the foundation of the world. And the wisdom of all 
Christians is, to labour that their judgments may be in- 
formed herein, according to the scripture. And to that 

ft Ephes. i. 4. Per Ret. 1-72: || 2 Thess. ii. 13, 24. 
5 
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end let us consider the manner of God’s speaking to the 
sons of men. 

3. God saith to Advaham, Rom. iv. 17. As itis writ- 
ten, I have made thee a father of many nations, before 
him whom he believed, even God who quickeneth the dead 
and calleth things that are not as though they were. Ob- 
serve, God speaks then, at that present time, to 4dra- 
ham saying, [ have made thee a father of many nations, 
notwithstanding Abraham was not:at that time the fa- 
ther of one child, but /shmae7. How then must we 
understand / have made thee a father of many nations ? 

4. The apostle tells us plainly, it was so, Before God 
who calleth things that are not as though they were. 
And so he calleth Abraham the father of many nations, 
though he was not as yet the father even of Jsaac, in 
whom his seed was to be called. 

5. God useth the same manner of speaking, when 
he calleth Christ, + Zhe Lamb slain from the foundation 
of the world; although indeed he was not slain for some 
thousand years after. Hence therefore we may easily 
understand what he speaketh of electing us from the 
foundation of the world. 

6. God calleth Abraham a father of many nations, 
though not so at that time. He calleth Christ, The Lamb 

+ Revel. xiii. 8, 
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slain from the foundation of the world, though not slain 
till he was a man in the flesh. Even so he calleth men 
Llected from the foundation of the world, though not 
elected till they were men in the flesh. Yet it is all so 
before God, who knowing all things from eternity, ca/- 
leth things that are not as though they were. 

7. By all which it is clear, that as Christ was called 
The Lamb slain from the foundation of the world, and 
yet not slain till some thousand years after, till the day 
of his death; so also men are called elect from the foun- 
dation of the world, and yet are not elected perhaps till 
some thousand years after, till the day of their conversi- 
on to God. 

8. And indeed this is plain, without going farther, 
from those very words of St. Peter, elect, according to 
the fore-knowledge of God, through sanctification of the 
Spirit, unto obedience. For, 

If the elect are chosen through sanctification of the 
Spirit, then they were not chosen before they were sanc- 
tified by the Spirit. But they were not sanctified by the 
Spirit, before they hada being. It is plain then neither 
were they chosen from the foundation of the world. 
But God calleth things that are not, as though they were. 

g. This is also plain from those words of St. Paul, 
God hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation, 


8 THE SCRIPTURE DOCTRINE, &c. 


through sanctification of the spirit, and belief of the truth. 
Now, 

If the saints are chosen to salvation, through believing 
of the truth, and were called to believe that truth by the 
hearing of the gospel, then they were not chosen before 
they believed the truth, and before they heard the 
gospel, whereby they were called to believe. But they 
were chosen through belief of the truth, and called to 
believe it by the gospel. Therefore they were not 
chosen before they believed; much less before they had 
a being, any more than Christ was slain before he had 
a being. So plain is it, that they were not elected, till 
they believed ; although God cadleth things that are not, 
as though they were. 

* yo. Again, how plain is it, where St. Paul saith, 
that they whom + God ad predestinate, according to the 
council of his own will, to be to the praise of his glory, 
were such as did first ¢rust in Christ? And in the very 
next verse, he saith that they ¢rusted in Christ after they 
heard the word of truth (not before.) But they did not 
hear the word before they were born. Therefore it is 
plain, the act of election is zz “me, though known of 
God before; who, according to his knowledge, often 
speaketh of the things which are not, as though they 

fuphesai-mirgete. 
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were. And thus is the great-stumbling block about 
election taken away, that men may make their calling 
and election sure. 

11. The scripture tells us as plainly what predestina- 
tion is: it is, God’s fore-appointing obedient believers to 
salvation, not without, but according to his fore-knowledge 
of all their works, from the foundation of the world. 
And so likewise he predestinates or fore-appoints all 
disobedient unbelievers to damnation, not without, but 
according to his fore-knowledge of all their works, from 
the foundation of the world. 

12. We may consider this a little farther. God, from 
the foundation of the world, fore-knew all men’s believ- 
ing or not believing. And according to this his fore- 
knowledge, he chose or elected all obedient believers, as 
such, to salvation, and refused or reprobated all disobedi- 
ent unbelievers, as such, to damnation. Thus the scrip- 
tures teach us to consider election and reprobation, ac- 
cording to the fore-knowledge of God from the foundation 
of the world. 

13. But here some may object, that I hold our faith 
and obedience to be the cause of God’s electing us to 
glory. 

I answer, I do hold, that faith in Christ producing 
obedience to him is @ cause without which God elected 
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none to glory; for we never read of God’s electing to 
glory, any who lived and died a disobedient unbeliever. 
But I do not hold, that it is the cause for which he elects 
any: the contrary of this is easily shewn thus: 

Suppose my obedience is a cause of my election to — 
salvation, What is the cause of my obedience? dus. My 
love to Christ. 

But what is the cause of my love to Christ? 

Ans. My faith in Christ. 

But what is the cause of my faith in Christ? 

Ans. The preaching of the gospel of Christ. 

But what is the cause of the preaching of the gospel 
tous? Ams. Christ’s dying for us. 

But what is the cause of Christ’s dying for us? 

Ans. God’s great love of pity wherewith he loved us, 
even when we were dead in trespasses and sins. 

14. Thus all men may see that I do not hold God 
chose any man to life and salvation for any good which 
he had done, or for any which was in him, before he 
put it there. And this I shall now shew more at large 
from the oracles of God. 

1. God’s great love of pity, wherewith he loved the 
sons of men, even while they were dead in trespasses 
and sins, was the cause of his sending his Son to die for 
them; as appears from the following scriptures: + God 

ft John iii. 16. 
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so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, to 
the end that all who believe in him, should not perish, but 
have everlasting life. Yor + when we were yet without 
strength, tn due time Christ died for the ungodly. And, 
God commendeth his love to us, in that while we were yet 
sinners, Christ ded for us. 

2. Christ’s dying for our sins is the cause of the gos- 
pel’s being preached to us, as appears from those scrip- 
tures, [ Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All power 
zs given unto me tn heaven and earth. Go ye therefore 
and teach all nations. | Go ye into all the world and 
preach the gospel to every creature. 

3. The gospel’s being preached to sinners is the 
cause of their believing, as appears from those scrip- 
tures, § How shall they call on him tn whom they have not 
believed? And how shall they believe in him of whom 
they have not heard? And how shall they hear without 
a preacher? So then faith cometh by hearing, and hear- 
ing by the word of God. 

4. Men’s believing is the cause of their justification, 
as appears from those scriptures, * By him all that believe 
are justified from all things. || He ts the justifier of all 
that believe in Jesus. Therefore we conclude that a man 


+ Rom. v. 6, &c. t Matt. xxviii. 18. {| Mark xvi. 15. 
2 Rom. x. 15, &c. * Acts xiii, 39. || Rom. iii. 26, &c, 


° 
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7s justified by faith, without the deeds of the daw. + Abra- 
ham Jeleved God, and tt was imputed to him for right- 
eousness. Now tt was not written for his sake alone, that 
it was imputed to him; but for us also to whom it shall 
be imputed, if we believe on him that ratsed up Jesus from 
the dead; who was delivered for our offences, and rose 
again for our justification. 

5. Our knowing ourselves justified by faith is the 
cause of our love to Christ, as appears from these scrip- 
tures, {Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that 
he loved us, and sent his son to be the propitiation for our 
sins, || We love him because he first loved us. 

6. Our love to Christ is the cause of our obeying him, 
as appears from those scriptures, § Jf ye love me, keep 
my commandments. He that hath my commandments, and 
keepeth them, he tt ts that loveth me. And, Jf any man 
love me, he will keep my words. ++For this ts the love of 
God, that we keep his commandments. 

7. Our obeying Christ is the cause of his giving us 
eternal life, as appears from those scriptures, {{ /Vot every 
one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter tnto the 
kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my fa- 


ther which is tn heaven. * Blessed are they that do his 


t Rom. iv. 3, 23, &c. t 1 John iv. to. || 1 John iv. 19. 
¢ John xiv. 15, 21, &c. tt 1 John v. 3. tt Matt. vii, 21. 
* Rev. xxii, 14. 


THE SCRIPTURE DOCTRINE, &c. 13 


commandments, that they may have right to the tree of 
life, and may enter in through the gates into the city. 
And + Christ deing made perfect through sufferings, he be- 
came the author of eternal salvation to all that obey him. 

15. This may be more briefly exprest thus: 

1. God’s love was the cause of his sending his Son 
to die for sinners. 

2. Christ’s dying for sinners is the cause of the gos- 
pel’s being preached. 

3. The preaching of the gospel is the cause (or 
means) of our believing. 

4. Our believing is the cause (or condition) of our 
justification. 

5. The knowing ourselves justified through his blood, 
is the cause of our love to Christ. 

6. Our love to Christ is the cause of our obedience 
to him. 

7. Our obedience to Christ is the cause of his becom- 
ing the author of eternal salvation to us. 

16. These following things therefore ought well to be 
considered by all that fear God. 

1. There was a necessity of God’s love in sending 
his Son to die for us, without which he had not come 
to die. 

t Heb. v. 9. 
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2. There was a necessity of Christ’s love in dying 
for us, without which the gospel could not have been 
preached. 

3. There was a necessity of the gospel’s being 
preached, without which there could have been no be- 
heving. 

4. There is a necessity of our believing the gospel, 
without which we cannot be justified. 

5. There is a necessity of our being justified by faith 
in the blood of Christ, without which we cannot come 
to know that he loved us and washed us from our sins in 
his own blood. 

6. There is a necessity of our knowing his love, who 
first loved us, without which we cannot love him again. 
_ 7. There is a necessity of our loving him, without 
which we cannot keep his commandments. 

8. There is a necessity of our keeping his command- 
ments, without which we cannot enter into eternal life. 

By all which we see, that there is as great a necessity 
of our keeping the commandments of God, as there was 
of God’s sending his Son into the world, or of Christ’s 
dying for our sins. 

17. But for whose sins did Christ die? Did he die 
for a// men, or but for some ? 

To this also I shall answer by the scriptures, shewing 
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1. The testimony of all the prophets. 2. Of the angel of 
God. 3. Of Christ himself. And, 4. Of his apostles. 

First, the prophet /sazah saith thus + Surely he hath 
borne our griefs, and carried our sorrows: yet did we 
esteem him stricken, smitten of God and afflicted. But 
he was wounded for our transgressions, he was brutsed 
Jor our iniquities, the chastisement of our peace was upon 
him, and with his stripes we are healed. AU we like 
sheep, have gone astray: we have turned every one to his 
own way; and the Lord hath laid on him the iniquities of 
ws all, ‘Thus Isaiah sheweth plainly, that the iniquities 
of all those who went astray, were laid upon Christ. And 
to him the testimony of all the other prophets agreeth: 
* To him give all the prophets witness, that through his 
name whosoever believeth in him shall recetve remtssion 
of sins. The same saith that great prophet, John the 
Baptist, who { came to bear witness of the light, that all 
men ¢hrough it might beheve. And again, || Behold, saith 
he, the Lamb of God, that taketh away the sin of the 
world. Thus have all the prophets, with one consent, 
testified that God laid upon Christ the tniguities of all 
that were gone astray: that he is the Lamb of God which 
taketh away the sin of the world; that all men through 


f Isaiah liii. 4, 5, 6. * Acts x..43. t John i. 7. 
|| Zézd., verse 29. 
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him may believe: and that through his name whosoever 
believeth in him, shall receive remission of sins. 

Secondly, The angel of God testified the same thing, 
saying, § Fear not; for I bring you glad tidings of great 
Joy, which shall be to all people, which was, that there 
was born unto them a Saviour, even Christ the Lord. By 
this also it appears, that Christ died for all men. For 
else it could not have been glad tidings of great joy to 
all people; but rather sad tidings to all those for whom 
he died not. 

Thirdly, We come now to the words of Christ him- 
self, who knew his own business better than any man 
else; and therefore if his testimony agree with these, 
we must needs be convinced that they are true. Now 
he speaks thus, | 4s Moses lifted up the serpent in the 
Wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be lifted up, that 
whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have 
everlasting life. For God so loved the world, that he 
gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in 
him should not perish, but have everlasting life. For God 
sent not his Son to condemn the world, but that the world 
through him might be saved. Thus we see the words of 
Christ agree with the words of the prophets; therefore 
it must needs be owned that Christ died for all. 

gLuke ii. 10. — ¢ Johniii. 14, &. 
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Fourthly, And now we will hear what the apostles 
say concerning this thing. § Zhe love of Christ, saith 
the Apostle Paul, constraineth us, because we thus judge, 
that if one died for all, then were all dead; and that he 
died for all that thev which live should not henceforth 
live unto themselves, but unto him that died for them, and 
rose again. And to Timothy he saith, || Zhere 7s one 
God, and one Mediator between God and man, the man 
Christ Jesus, who gave himself a ransom for all, to be 
testified tn due time. Again, he saith to Titus, + Zhe 
grace of God, which bringeth salvation to all men, hath 
appeared. And yet again to the Hebrews, * Zhat he, 
by the grace of God, tasted death for every man. And 
to this agreeth St. John, witnessing, 4] /e zs the propi- 
tiation for our sins; and not for ours only, but also for 
the sins of the whole world. And again, speaking of 
himself and the rest of the apostles, he saith, || We have 
seen and do testify that the Father sent the Son to be the 
Saviour of the world. Thus we have the testimony of 
all the prophets, of the angel of God, of Christ himself, 
and of his holy apostles, all agreeing together in one to 
prove, that Christ died for all mankind. 

18. What then can they, who deny this, say? Why, 
they commonly say, 4// men, in these scriptures, does not 


3 2 Cor. v. 14, &c. || 1 Tim. ii. 5, 6. 17 SDL ohh 6b 
* Heb. ii. 9. {1 John ii. 2. || 1 John iv. 14. 
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mean al/ men, but only she elect; that every man here 
does not mean every man, but only every one of the elect; 
that the world does not mean ¢he whole world, but only 
the world of believers; and that the whole world, in 
St. John’s words, does not mean the whole world, but 
only the whole world of the elect. 

19. To this shameless, senseless evasion, I answer 
thus : 

If the scripture no where speaks of a world of believ- 
ers or elect, then we have no ground, reason, pretence, 
or excuse for saying, Christ died only for a world of be- 
lievers or elect. But the scripture no where speaks of 
such a world. Therefore we have no ground or pretence 
for speaking thus. 

Nay, the scripture is so far from calling believers or 
elected persons, ‘he world, that they are every where in 
scripture plainly and expressly distinguished from she 
world. + If ye were of the world, saith Christ, the world 
would love its own; but because I have chosen you out of 
the world, therefore the world hateth you. 

20. But let the scripture itself speak, what world 
Christ died for. {| When we were yet without strength, 
Christ died for the ungodly. While we were yet sinners, 
Christ died for us. When we were enemies, we were 


¢ John xv. 19. ${ Rom. v. 6—10. 
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reconciled to God by the death of his Son. From all 
which we may clearly see, that Christ died for the world 
of the ungodly, for the world of sinners, for the world 
of his enemies; the just one for the world of the unjust. 
But the elect, as elect, are not unjust. Therefore he 
died not for the elect, as elect; but even for that world 
St. John speaks of, when he says, ‘‘ The whole world 
lieth in wickedness.’’ 

21. If it be said, ‘‘ The elect were sinners once as 
well as others;’’ I answer, true; but not as they are 
elect in Christ, but as they were out of Christ, without 
hope and without God in the world. Therefore, to say 
that Christ died for the elect, as elect, is absolute non- 
sense and confusion. 

22. To put this matter out of doubt, I would com- 
mend these following considerations to all sober-minded 
men. 

1. The scripture saith, ‘‘ Christ came to seek and to 
save that which was lost.’’ 

But the elect, as elect, were not lost. 

Therefore Christ died not for the elect, as or because 
they were elect; for that had been to seek and save what 
was found and saved before. 

2. The scripture saith, Christ died for the unjust. 

But the elect, as such, are not unjust, 
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Therefore, Christ died not for the elect as elect; for 
that had been to justify them who were just before. 

3. The scripture saith, ‘‘ He came to preach deliver- 
ance to the captives.”’ 

But the elect, as elect, are not captives; for Christ 
hath set them free. 

Therefore he died not for the elect, as elect ; for that 
had been to set them at liberty who were at liberty before. 

4. The scripture saith, ‘‘He quickened them who 
were dead in trespasses and sins, such as were without 
Christ, aliens from the commonwealth of Israel and 
strangers to the covenant of promise, without hope and 
without God in the world.’’ 

But the elect, as such, are not dead in trespasses and 
sins, but alive unto God. Neither are they without 
Christ ; for they are chosen in him; nor are they aliens 
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the 
covenant of promise. But they are fellow-citizens with 
the saints, and the household of God. 

Therefore Christ died not for the elect, as or because 
they were elect. For that had been to quicken them 
that were alive before, and to bring them into covenant, 
who were in covenant before. And thus, by these men’s 
account our Lord lost his labour of love, and accomplish- 
ed A SOLEMN NOTHING. 
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23. Thus having shewn the grievous folly of those 
who say, that Christ died for none but the elect, I shall 
now prove by undeniable reasons, that he died for all 
mankind. 

Reas. 1. Because all the prophets, the angel of God, 
Christ himself, and his holy apostles with one consent, 
affirm it. 

Reas. 2. Because there is not one scripture, from the 
beginning of Genesis to the end of the Revelation, that 
denies it, either negatively, by saying, that he did not 
die for all; or affirmatively, by saying, that he died but 
for some. 

Reas. 3. Because he himself commanded, that the — 
gospel should be preached to every creature. 

Reas. 4. Because he calleth all men, every where, to 
repent. 

Reas. 5. Because those who perish are damned for 
not believing in the name of the only begotten Son of 
God. Therefore, he must have died for them. Else 
they would be damned for not believing a lie. 

Reas. 6. Because they which are damned might have 
been saved. For thus saith the word of God. + ‘‘ They 
received not the love of the truth that they might be sa- 
ved. Therefore God shall send them strong delusions, 
to believe a lie, that they all may be damned.’’ 

{ 2 Thess. ii. ro. 
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Reas. 7. Because some deny the Lord that bought 
them and bring upon themselves swift destruction. But 
they could not deny the Lord that bought them, if he 
had not bought them at all. 

24. I shall now briefly shew the dreadful absurdities 
that follow from saying Christ died only for the elect. 

1. Christ died not for all, then unbelief is no sin in 
them that finally perish ; seeing there is not any thing for 
those men to believe unto salvation, for whom Christ died 
not. 

2. If Christ died not for all, then it would be asin in 
the greatest part of mankind to believe he died for them ; 
seeing it would be to believe a lie. 

3. If Christ died not for those that are damned, then 
they are not damned for unbelief. Otherwise, you say, 
that they are damned for not believing a lie. 

4. If Christ died not for all, then those who obey 
Christ by going and preaching the gospel to every crea- 
ture, as glad tidings of grace and peace, of great joy to 
all people, do sin thereby, in that they go to most people 
with a lie in their mouth. 

5. If Christ died not for all men, then God is not in 
earnest in calling all men every where to repent: for 
what good could repentence do those, for whom Christ 
died not? 
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6. If Christ died not for all, then why does he say he 
is not willing any should perish? Surely he is willing, 
yea, resolved that most men should perish ; else he would 
have died for them also. 

7. How shall God judge the world by the man Christ 
Jesus, if Christ did not die for the world? Or how shall 
he judge them according to the gospel, when there was 
never any gospel or mercy for them? 

* 25. But, say some, ‘‘If Christ died for all, why are 
not all saved ?”’ 

I answer, Because they believe not in the name of the 
only begotten Son of God. Because God called, and 
they refused to answer; he stretched out his hand, and 
they regarded not: he counselled them, but they would 
none of his counsels; he reproved them, but they set at 
nought all his reproofs; they followed after lying vani- 
ties, and forsook their own mercies; they denied the 
Lord that bought them, and so brought upon themselves 
swift destruction ; and because they received not the love 
of the truth, that they might be saved, therefore (if you 
would know wherefore) God gave them up to believe 
a lie, and to be damned. How often (saith our Lord) 
would I have gathered you together, and ye would not? 
Ye would not. Here is the plain reason, why all men 
are not saved. For God promiseth no man salvation, 
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whether he will or no; but leaveth them to everlasting 
destruction, who will not believe and obey the gospel. 

26. ‘*O, then youare an Arminian! You area free- 
willer. You hold free-will in man !’’ 

I hold nothing but what the scripture saith; and that 
you shall give me leave to hold. I do not hold, that any 
man has any will or power of himself to do any thing 
that is good; but by the grace of God we may do all 
things. I have already shewn, he hath given Christ for 
all men. And he who spared not his own Son but de- 
livered him up for us all, how shall he not with him free- 
ly give us all things? And what man knoweth not that 
if he make use of all the will and power God hath given 
him, God will double his talent and give him more? If 
any therefore desire to have more, let him faithfully im- 
prove what he has. Likewise what man is he, who 
doth not know that he is not condemned for not doing 
what he could not do, but for leaving undone what he 
could have done if he would. Let any man deny it if 
he can. 

27. ‘‘What then, may all men be saved if they 
will ?”’ 

Before I answer this question directly, I shall shew 
that those who ask it, are themselves compelled to grant 
as much freedom of will, as we desire to plead for. 
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For 1. The Assembly of Divines, in their Confession 
of Faith, c. 9. do expressly say, God ‘‘hath endowed 
the will of man with that natural liberty that it is neither 
forced, nor by any absolute necessity determined to do 
good or evil.’’ 2. Mr. Baxter, in the preface of his 
call to the unconverted, says ‘‘That Calvin as well as 
Arminius, held free-will, and that no man of brains de- 
nieth, that man hath a will that is naturally free; it is 
free from violence, it is a self-determining principle.’’ 
Sure here is as much said for free-will, as any man need 
to say, and perhaps more. For, 

The difference between us, is this. They say, ‘‘Man 
hath a will which is naturally free.’’ We say, ‘‘Man 
hath this freedom of will, not naturally, but by grace.’’ 

We believe, that in the moment Adam fell, he had no 
freedom of will left ; but that God, when of his own free- 
grace he gave the promise of a Saviour to him and his 
posterity, graciously restored to mankind a liberty and 
power to accept of proffered salvation. And in all this, 
man’s boasting is excluded; the whole of that which is 
good in him, even from the first moment of his will, 
being of grace and not of nature. And now we come 
directly to the question, whether all men may be saved 
if they will? 

28. To those who have considered what has been pre- 
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mised; I answer, 1. What should hinder them, if they 
be willing? For 2. God is not willing that any should 
perish; yea, 3. He is willing that all men should be 
saved. And Christ is willing; for he ‘‘came not to 
judge the world, but to save the world.’’ And how did . 
he weep over Jerusalem? How often would he have ga- 
thered them together, even as an hen gathereth her 
chickens under her wings, but they would not? And now 
what hinders men’s salvation, but that same, ¢hey would 
not. 

29. They would not; they will not come at Christ’s 
call, and hearken to his reproof, and wait for his coun- 
sels, and receive power from on high to live to him who 
died for them, walking in all his commandments and 
ordinances blameless, and following him withersoever he 
goeth. This way is so narrow that few care to walk 
therein; and therefore they are not saved even because 
they reject the counsel of God against themselves. They 
chose death; therefore they perish everlastingly. 
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ANY large volumes have been already publish- 

ed on this important subject. But the very 
length of them makes them hard to be understood, or e- 
ven purchased by common readers. A short, plain trea- 
tise on this head, is what serious men have long desired, 
and what is here offered to those whom God has endow- 
ed with love and meekness of wisdom. 

2. By the Sazz¢s I understand, those who are holy or 
righteous in the judgment of God himself: those who 
are endowed with the faith that purifies the heart, that 
produces a good conscience: those who are grafted into 
the good olive-tree, the spiritual, invisible church: those 
who are branches of the true vine, of whom Christ says, 
‘‘T am the vine, ye are the branches:’’ those who so 

4 29 


T. 


30 SERIOUS THOUGHTS. 


effectually know Christ, as by that knowledge to have 
escaped the pollutions of the world: those who see the 
light of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ, and 
who have been made partakers of the Holy Ghost, of 
the witness and the fruits of the Spirit: those who live 
by faith in the Son of God: those who are sanctified by 
the blood of the covenant; those to whom all, or any of 
these characters belong, I mean by the term sazzfs. 

3. Can any of these fall away? By falling away we 
mean, not barely falling into sin. ‘This, it is granted, 
they may. But can they fall fo¢a/ly ? Can any of these 
so fall from God, as to perish everlastingly ? 

4. I am sensible, either side of this question is at- 
tended with great difficulties ; such as reason alone could 
never remove. Therefore to the law and to the testi- 
mony. Let the living oracles decide: and if these speak 
for us, we neither seek nor want further witness. 

5. On this authority, I believe a saint may fall away; 
that one who is holy or righteous in the judgment of 
God himself, may nevertheless so fall from God, as to 
perish everlastingly. 

I. For thus saith the Lord. + ‘‘ When the righteous 
turneth away from his righteousness, and committeth ini- 
quity, in his trespass that he hath trespassed, and in his 
sin that he hath sinned, in them shall he die.’’ 

+ Ezek. xviii. 24. 
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That this is to be understood of eternal death, appears 
from the 26th verse: 

«When a righteous man turneth away from his righ- 
teousness and committeth iniquity, and dieth in them, 
[here is temporal death] for his iniquity that he hath 
done, he shall die: [here is death eternal.]’’ 

It appears further from the whole scope of the chap- 
ter, which is to prove, { ‘‘ The soul that sinneth, it shall 
aie. : 

If you say, ‘‘the soul here means the body,’’ I an- 
swer, that will die whether you sin or no. 

6. Again, thus saith the Lord, § ‘‘ When I shall say 
to the righteous, that he shall surely live, if he trust to his 
own righteousness, [yea, or to that promise as absolute 
and unconditional] and committeth iniquity, all his 
righteousness shall not be remembered, but for the ini- 
quity that he hath committed shall he die.”’ 

Again, || ‘‘ When the righteous turneth from his 
righteousness and committeth iniquity, he shall even die 
thereby.’’ 

Therefore one who is holy and righteous in the judg- 
ment of God himself, may yet so fall as to perish ever- 
lastingly. 

7. ‘*But how is this consistent with what God de- 


ft ver. 4. @ c.xxxili. v. 13. | v. 18. 
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clared elsewhere ? + ‘‘If his children forsake my law and 
walk not in my judgments—lI will visit their offences 
with the rod, and their sin with scourges. Nevertheless 
my loving kindness will I not utterly take from him, nor 
suffer my truth to fail. My covenant will I not break, — 
nor alter the thing that is gone out of my lips: I have 
sworn once by my holiness that I will not fail David.’’ 

I answer, There is no manner of inconsistency between 
one declaration and the other. The prophet declares 
the just judgment of God, against every righteous man 
who falls from his righteousness. The psalmist declares 
t ‘‘the old loving-kindnesses which God sware unto 
David in his truth. I have found, sazth he, David my 
servant; with my holy oil have I anointed him. My 
hand shall hold him fast, and my arm shall strengthen 
him—His seed also will I make to endure for ever, and 
his throne as the days of heaven.’’ It follows, § ‘‘ But 
if his children forsake my law, and walk not in my 
judgments—Nevertheless my loving-kindness will I not 
utterly take from him, nor suffer my truth to fail. My 
covenant will I not break. I will not fail David. His 
seed shall endure for ever, and his throne as the sun be- 
fore me.’ 

May not every man see, that the covenant here spoken 
of, relates wholly to David and his seed or children? 

} Psalm Ixxxix. v. 31—34. tv. 48,21, 22,30. $ver. 31, &c. 
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Where then is the inconsistency between the most ab- 
solute promise made to a particular family, and that so- 
lemn account which God has here given of his way of 
dealing with mankind? 

* Besides, the very covenant mentioned in these words 
is not absolute, but conditional. The condition of re- 
pentance in case of forsaking God’s law was implied, 
though not exprest. And so strongly implied, that this 
condition failing, not being performed, God did also faz/ 
David. He did alter the thing that had gone out of his 
“ips, and yet without any impeachment of his truth. He 
|| ‘<abhorred and forsook his anointed,’’ the seed of Da- 
vid, whose throne, if they had repented, should have been 
as the days of heaven. He did 4] ‘‘ break the covenant 
of his servant, and cast his crown to the ground.’’ So 
vainly are these words of the Psalmist brought to con- 
tradict the plain, full testimony of the Prophet. 

8. Nor is there any contradiction between this testi- 
mony of God by Ezekiel, and those words which he 
spake by Jeremiah: ‘‘I have loved thee with an everlast- 
ing love; therefore with loving-kindness have I drawn 
thee.’’ For do these words assert, that no righteous man 
ever turns from his righteousness? No such thing. They 
do not touch the question, but simply declare God’s love 


|| v- 37- Tv. 38. 
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to the Jewish church. To see this in the clearest light, 
you need only read over the whole sentence. 7 ‘‘At the 
same time, saith the Lord, I will be the God of all the fa- 
milies of Israel, and they shall be my people. Thus 
saith the Lord, the people which were left of the sword, 
found grace in the wilderness, even Israel, when I caused 
him to rest.’’ ‘*The Lord hath appeared of old unto me, 
saith the Prophet, speaking in the person of Israel, say- 
ing, I have loved thee with an everlasting love, therefore 
with loving-kindness have I drawn thee. Again I will 
build thee, and thou shalt be built, O virgin of Israel.’’ 

* Suffer me here to observe once for all, a fallacy which 
is constantly used by almost all writers on this point. 
They perpetually beg the question by applying to parti- 
cular persons, assertions, or prophecies, which relate only 
to the church in general: and some of them only to the 
Jewish church and nation, as distinguished from all other 
people. 

If you say, ‘‘ But it was particularly revealed to me, 
that God had loved me with an everlasting love:’’ I 
answer, Suppose it was, (which might bear a dispute) it 
proves no more, at the most, than that you in particular 
shall persevere: but does not effect the general question, 
Whether others shall, or shall not? 


TRONS SOOCIE Nh iy Oo HlK 
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9g. Secondly, One who is endued with the faith that 
purifies the heart, that produces a good conscience, may 
nevertheless so fall from God as to perish everlastingly. 

For thus saith the inspired apostle, + ‘‘ War a good 
warfare, holding faith and a good conscience, which 
some having put away, concerning faith have made 
shipwreck.’’ 

Observe, 1. These men (such as Hymeneus and A- 
lexander) had once the faith that purifies the heart, that 
produces a good conscience. This they once had, or 
they could not have fut zt away. 

Observe, 2. They made shipwreck of the faith which 
necessarily implies the total and final loss of it. Fora 
vessel once wrecked can never be recovered. It is totally 
and finally lost. 

And the apostle himself in his second epistle to Timo- 
thy, mentions one of these two as irrecoverably lost. 
{ “Alexander, says he, did me much evil: The Lord 
shall reward him according to his works.’’ Therefore 
one who is endued with the faith that purifies the heart, 
that produces a good conscience, may nevertheless so fall 
from God as to perish everlastingly. 

to. ‘But how can this be reconciled with the words 
of our Lord,’ ‘‘He that believeth shall be saved ?’ 

1 Tim. i. 18, 19. f2 Tim. iv. 14. 
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Do you think these words mean he that believes at 
this moment, sa// certainly and inevitably Je saved ? 

If this interpretation be good, then by al! the rules of 
speech, the other part of the sentence must mean, “e that 
does not believe at this moment, sha// certainly and ine- 
vitably de damned. 

Therefore that interpretation cannot be good. The 
plain meaning then of the whole sentence, is, He that be- 
feveth, if he continue in faith, shad/ be saved ; he that be- 
heveth not, if he continue in unbelief, shal/ be damned. 

11. ‘But does not Christ say elsewhere,’ + ‘‘ He that 
believeth hath everlasting life? And { He that believeth 
on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall not 
come into comdemnation, but is passed from death unto 
lifer’” 

I answer, 1. The love of God is everlasting life. It 
is, in substance, the life of heaven. Now every one that 
believes, loves God, and therefore hath everlasting life. 

2. Every one that believes zs therefore passed from 
death, spiritual death, unto life; and, 

3. Shall not come into condemnation, if he endureth 
in the faith unto the end: according to our Lord’s own 
word, ‘‘ He that endureth to the end shall be saved:’’ 
and § ‘‘Verily I say unto you, if a man keep my saying, 
he shall never see death.’’ 

ft John ii. 36. te. vi. v. 24. @ John viii. 51. 
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12. Thirdly, Those who are grafted into the good o- 
live-tree, the spiritual, invisible church, may neverthe- 
less so fall from God as to perish everlastingly. 

For thus saith the apostle. || ‘‘Some of the branches 
are broken off, and thou art grafted in among them, and 
with them partakest of the root and fatness of the olive- 
tree. 

«« Be not high-minded, but fear: if God spared not 
theznatural branches, take heed least he spare not thee. 

‘* Behold the goodness and severity of God! On 
them which fell severity ; but toward thee goodness, if 
thou continue in his goodness; otherwise thou shalt be 
cut off.’’ 

We may observe here, 1. The persons spoken to were 
actually grafted into the olive-tree. 

2. This olive-tree is not barely the outward, visible 
church, but the invisible, consisting of holy believers. 
So the text. 7 ‘‘If the first fruit be holy, the lump is 
holy ; and if the root be holy, so are the branches.’’ 
And, ‘‘Because of unbelief they were broken off, and 
thou standest by faith.’’ 

3. These holy believers were still liable to be cut off 
from the invisible church, into which they were then 
grafted. 


|| Rom. xi. 17, 20, 21, 22. t ver. 16. 
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4. Here is not the least intimation of those who were 
so cut off, being ever grafted in again. 

Therefore those who are grafted into the good olive- 
tree, the spiritual, invisible church, may nevertheless so 
fall from God as to perish everlastingly. 

13. ‘‘ But how does this agree with the 29th verse, 
The gifts and calling of God are without repentance ?’’ 

The preceding verse shews; as touching the election 
(the unconditional election of the Jewish nation) ‘‘ they 
are beloved for the fathers’ sake:’’ for the sake of their 
fore-fathers. It follows (in proof of this, that ‘‘ they 
are beloved for the fathers’ sake,’’ that God has still bles- 
sings in store for the Jewish nation) For the gifts and 
calling of God are without repentance: for God doth not 
repent of any blessings he hath given them, or any privi- 
leges he hath called them to. The words here referred 
to, were originally spoken with a peculiar regard to these 
national blessings. { ‘‘ God is not a man, that he should 
lie, neither the son of man, that he should repent.’’ 

14 * ‘But do not you hereby make God changeable ?’ 
Whereas § ‘‘ with him is no variableness, neither shadow 
of turning?’’ By no means, God is unchangeably holy. 
Therefore he always ‘‘loveth righteousness and hat- 
eth iniquity.’’ He is unchangeably good. Therefore 

{ Numb. xxiii. 19. @ James i. 17. 
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he pardoneth all that repent and believe the gospel. 
And he is unchangeably just; therefore he rewardeth 
every man according to his works. But all this hin- 
ders not his resisting when they are proud, those to 
whom he gave grace when they were humble. Nay, his 
unchangeableness itself requires, that if they grow high- 
minded, God should cut them off: that there should be 
a proportionable change, in all the divine dispensations 
toward them. 

15. * ‘* But how then is God fazthful?’ I answer, in 
fulfilling every promise which he hath made, to all to 
whom it is made, all who fulfil the condition of that pro- 
mise. More particularly, rst. || ‘God is faithful zz that 
he will not suffer you to be tempted above that you are a- 
ble fo dear.’’ 2d. § ‘‘ The Lord is faithful to establish 
and keep you from evil’’ (if you put your trust in him) 
from all the evil which you might otherwise suffer, thro’ 
unreasonable and wicked men. 30. f ‘‘ Quench not the 
Spirit ; hold fast that which is good ; abstain from all ap- 
pearance of evil: azd your whole spirit, soul and body 
shall be preserved blameless unto the coming of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. Faithful is he that calleth you, who also 
will do it.’’ 4th. Be not disobedient unto the heavenly 
calling, and { ‘‘God is faithful by whom ye were called, 
i|t Cor. x.13. 32 Thess. iii. 2, 3. t1 Thess. v. 19, &c. $1 Cor. 1. 8,9. 
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to confirm you unto the end, that ye may be blameless, 
in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.’’ Yet notwithstand- 
ing all this, unless you fulfil the condition, you cannot at- 
tain the promise. — 

‘¢ Nay, but are not @// the promises, yea and amen’’?. 
They are. They are frm as the pillars of heaven. Per- 
form the condition: and the promise is sure. Believe, 
and thou shalt be saved. 

‘¢ But many promises are absolute and unconditional.”’ 
In many, the condition is not exprest. But this does not 
prove, there is none implied. No promises can be ex- 
prest, in a more absolute form, than those above cited 
from the 89th psalm. And yet we have seen, a condi- 
tion was implied even there, though none was exprest. 

16. ‘ But there is no condition either exprest or im- 
plied, in those words of St. Paw/,’ || ‘<I am persuaded 
that neither death, nor life, nor height, nor depth, nor 
any creature, shall be able to separate us from the love 
of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.’’ 

Suppose there is not (which will bear a dispute) yet 
what will this prove? Just thus much, that the apostle 
was at that time fully persuaded of his own perseverance. 
And I doubt not, but many believers at this day, have 
the very same persuasion, termed in scripture, the full as- 
surance of hope. But this does not prove, that every be- 

|| Rom. viii. 38, 39. 
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liever shall persevere: any more than that every believer 
is thus fully persuaded of his perseverance. 

IV. 17. Fourthly, Those who are branches of the 
true vine, of whom Christ says, I am the vine ye are the 
branches, may nevertheless so fall from God, as to perish 
everlastingly. 

For thus saith our blessed Lord himself, ‘‘I am the 
true vine, and my Father is the husbandman. 

‘< Every branch in me that beareth not fruit, he tak- 
eth it away. 

‘«T am the vine, ye are the branches. If a man abide 
not in me, he is cast forth as a branch and is withered, 
and men gather them, and cast them into the fire, and 
they are burned.”’ 

Here we may observe, 1. The persons spoken of were 
in Christ, branches of the true vine : 

2. Some of these dranches abide not in Christ, but the 
Father taketh them away. 

3. The branches which abide not are cast forth, cast 
out from Christ and his church: 

4. They are not only cast forth but withered; con- 
sequently never grafted in again. Nay, 

5. They are not only cast forth and withered, but also 
cast into the fire. And, 

6. They are burned. It is not possibly for words 
more strongly to declare, that even those who are now 
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branches in the true vine, may yet so fall, as to perish e- 
verlastingly. 

18. By this clear, indisputable declaration of our 
Lord, we may interpret those which might be otherwise 
liable to dispute, wherein it is certain, whatever he meant 
beside, he did not mean to contradict himself. For ex- 
ample, ‘‘ This is the Father’s will, that of all which he 
hath given me I should lose nothing.’’ Most sure; a// 
that God hath given him, or (as it is exprest in the next 
verse) ‘every one which believeth on him,’’ namely, 
to the end, he ‘‘will raise up at the last day’’ to reign 
with him for ever. 

Again, + ‘‘I am the living bread—If any man eat of 
this bread [by faith] he shall live for ever.’’ True; if 
he continue to eat thereof. And who can doubt of it? 

Again, § ‘‘ My sheep hear my voice and I know 
them, and they follow me. And I give unto them eter- 
nal life; and they shall never perish, neither shall any 
pluck them out of my hand.”’ 

In the preceding text, the condition is only implied. 
In this it is plainly exprest. They are ‘‘my sheep’’ that 
‘‘hear my voice,’’ that ‘‘follow me’’ in all holiness. 
And ‘‘if ye do those things ye shall never fall.’’ None 
shall ‘‘ pluck you out of my hands.’’ 


+ John vi. 51. @ Chap. x. 14. 
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Again, { ‘‘ Having loved his own which were in the 
world, he loveth them unto the end.”’ Having loved his 
own, namely, the apostles, (as the very next words, 
which were tn the world evidently shew) he loved them 
unto the end of his life, and manifested that love to the 
last. 

17. Once more, || ‘‘ Holy Father, keep through thine 
own name those whom thou hast given me, that they 
may be one, as we are one.”’ 

Great stress has been laid upon this text; and it has 
been hence inferred, that all those whom the Father had 
given him, (a phrase frequently occuring in this chapter) 
must infallibly persevere to the end. ; 

And yet in the very next verse, our Lord himself de- 
clares, that one of those whom the Father had given him, 
did not persevere unto the end, but perished everlast- 
ingly. 

His own words are, § ‘‘ Those that thou gavest me, 
I have kept, and none of them is lost, but the son of per- 
dition.’’ 

So one even of these was finally lost! A demonstra- 
tion that the phrase Zhose whom thou hast given me, sig- 
nifies here (if not in most other places too) the twelve 
apostles, and them only. 

t John xiii. 1. || Ch. 17. v. II. 3 John xvii. 12. 
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20. On this occasion, I cannot but observe another 
common instance of begging the question, of taking for 
granted, what ought to be proved: it is usually laid 
down, as an indisputable truth, that whatever our Lord 
speaks to or of his apostles, is to be applied to all believ- . 
ers. But this cannot be allowed by any who impartially 
search the scriptures. They cannot allow, without clear 
and particular proof, that any one of those texts, which 
related primarily to the apostles (as all men grant) be- 
long to any but them. 

V. 21. Fifthly, Those who so effectually know Christ, 
as by that knowledge to have escaped the pollutions of 
the world, may yet fall back into those pollutions, and 
perish everlastingly. 

For thus saith the apostle Peter, + ‘‘If after they have 
escaped the pollutions of the world, through the know- 
ledge of the Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,’’ (the only 
possible way of escaping them) ‘‘they are again intan- 
gled therein and overcome, the latter end is worse with 
them than the beginning. 

‘For it had been better for them not to have known 
the way of righteousness, than after they had known 
it, to turn from the holy commandment delivered unto 
them.’’ 
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That the knowledge of the way of righteousness, which 
they had attained, was an inward, experimental know- 
ledge, is evident from that other expression, ‘‘ They had 
escaped the pollutions of the world:’’ an expression pa- 
rallel to that in the preceding chapter, { ‘‘ Having escap- 
ed the corruption which is in the world.’’ And in both 
chapters, this effect is ascribed to the same cause: term- 
ed in the first, ‘‘ The knowledge of him who hath cal- 
led us to glory and virtue ;’’ in the second, more expli- 
citly, ‘*The knowledge of the Lord and Saviour Jesus 
Christ,’ 

And yet they lost that experimental knowledge of 
Christ and the way of righteousness: they fell back into 
the same pollutions they had escaped; and were agazn 
tntangled therein and overcome. They turned from the 
holy commandment delivered to them, so that their latter 
end was worse than their beginning. 

Therefore those who so effectually know Christ, as by 
that knowledge to have escaped the pollutions of the 
world, many yet fall back into those pollutions and per- 


ish everlastingly. 
22. And this is perfectly consistent with St. Peter’s 


words, in the first chapter of his former epistle: ‘‘ Who 
are kept by the power of God through faith unto salvati- 


fv. 4. 
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on.’’ Undoubtedly so are all they who ever attain eter- 
nal salvation. It is the power of God only, and not our 
own, by which we are kept one day or one hour. 

VI. 23. Sixthly, Those who see the light of the glo- 
ry of God in the face of Jesus Christ, and who have been | 
made partakers of the Holy Ghost, of the witness and 
the fruits of the Spirit; may nevertheless so fall from 
God, as to perish everlastingly. 

For thus saith the inspired writer to the Hebrews, 
+‘« It is impossible for those who were once enlightened, 
and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made par- 
takers of the Holy Ghost—if they fall away, to renew 
them again to repentance; seeing they crucify to them- 
- selves the Son of God afresh, and put him to an open 
shame.’’ 

Must not every unprejudiced person see the expres- 
sions here used are so strong and clear, that they cannot 
without gross and palpable wresting, be understood of 
any but true believers? 

They ‘‘ were once enlightened :’’ an expression fami- 
liar with the apostle, and never by him applied to any 
but believers. So, ‘‘The God of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
give unto you the Spirit of wisdom and revelation. —The 
eyes of your understanding being ex/ighiened, that ye may 

¢ Ch. 6.v. 4,6. Ephes. i. 17, 18, 19. 
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know. what is the hope of his calling—And what is the 
exceeding greatness of his glory, to us-ward that believe.’’ 
So again, { ‘‘God who commanded the light to shine 
out of darkness, hath shined into our hearts, to give the 
light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of 
Jesus Christ.’’ This is a light which no unbelievers 
have. They are utter strangers to such enlightening, 
tt ‘<The God of this world hath blinded the minds of 
them which believe not, lest the light of the glorious gos- 
pel of Christ, should shine unto them.’’ 

‘They had tasted of the heavenly gift [emphatically 
so called] and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost.’’ 
So St. Peter likewise couples them together ; || ‘‘ Be bap- 
tised for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the 
gift of the Holy Ghost.’ whereby the love of God was 
shed abroad in their heart, with all the other fruits of the 
Spirit. Yea, it is remarkable, that our Lord himself in 
his grand commission to St. Paul (to which the apostle 
probably alludes in these words) comprises all these three 
particulars. § ‘<I send thee to open their eyes, and to 
turn them from darkness to light, and from the power of 
Satan unto God,’’ (here contracted into that one ex- 
pression, Zhey were enlightened) ‘‘that they may receive 
forgiveness of sins (the heavenly gift) and an inheritance 

tea CoratyaO. fi Verd= || Acts 11738." 9 9¢ Chy20. vy, 18. 
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among them which are sanctified:’’ which are made par- 
takers of the Holy Ghost, of all the sanctifying influences 
of the Spirit. 

The expression, They ¢asted of the heavenly gift, is 
taken from the psalmist, + ‘‘ Taste and see that the Lord | 
is good.’’ As if he had said, be ye assured of his love, 
as of any thing you see with your eyes. And let the as- 
surance thereof be sweet to your soul, as honey is to your 
tongue. 

And yet those who had been thus enlightened, had tast- 
ed this gift, and been thus partakers of the Holy Ghost, 
so fell away, that it was impossible to renew them again 
to repentance. 

‘«But the apostle only makes a supposition, If they 
shall fall away.’’ 

I answer, The apostle makes no supposition at all. 
There is no #f in the original. The words are, in plain 
English, ‘‘It is impossible to renew again unto repent- 
ance, those who were once enlightened’’ and have fallen 
away: therefore they must perish everlastingly. 

24. ‘* But if so, then farewel all my comfort.’’ 

Then your comfort depends on a poor foundation. 
My comfort stands not on my opinion, either that a be- 
liever can, or cannot fall away, not on the remembrance 


ft Psalm xxxiv. 8. 
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of any thing wrought in me yesterday ; but on what Is Zo- 
day. On my present knowledge of God in Christ, re- 
conciling me to himself. On my now beholding the light 
of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ ; walking 
in the light as he is in the light, and having fellowship 
with the Father and with the Son. My comfort is, that 
through grace I now believe in the Lord Jesus Christ, 
and that his Spirit doth bear witness with my spirit, that 
ITamachild of God. I take comfort in this and this on- 
ly, that I see Jesus at the right hand of God ; that I per- 
sonally for myself, and not for another, have an hope full 
of immortality ; that I feel the love of God shed abroad 
in my heart, being crucified to the world and the world 
crucified to me. My rejoicing is this, the testimony of 
my conscience that in simplicity and godly sincerity, 
not with fleshly wisdom, but by the grace of God, I have 
my conversation in the world. 

Go and find, if you can, a more solid joy, a more 
blissful comfort, on this side heaven. But this comfort 
is not shaken, be that opinion true or false ; whether the 
saints in general can or cannot fall. 

If you take up with any comfort short of this, you lean 
on the staff of a broken reed, which not only will not 
bear your weight, but will enter into your hand and 
pierce you. 
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25. Seventhly. Those who live by faith, may yet fall 
from God and perish everlastingly. 

For thus saith the same inspired writer, + ‘‘The just 
shall live by faith; but if any man draw back, my soul 
shall have no pleasure in him.’’ The just, the justified 
person, shall live by faith, even now shall he live the life 
which is hid with Christ in God; and if he endure un- 
to the end, he shall live with God forever. ‘‘ But ifany 
man draw back, saith the Lord, my soul shall have no 
pleasure in him’’: That is, I will utterly cast him off ; and 
accordingly the drawing back here spoken of, is termed 
in the verse immediately following, Drawing back to 
perdition. 

«‘ But the person supposed to draw back is not the 
same with him that is said to live by faith.’’ 

I answer, 1. Who is it then? Can any man draw 
back from faith who never came to it? But, 

2. Had the text been fairly translated, there had been 
no pretense for this objection. For the original runs 
thus: ‘‘ The just man that lives by faith (so the expressi- 
on necessarily implies, there being no other nominative 
to the verb) draws back, my soul shall have no pleasure 
in him.’’ 

‘¢ But the apostle adds, We are not of them who draw 

fiilebsixu38. 
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back unto perdition.’’ And what will you infer from 
thence? This is so far from contradicting what has been 
observed before, that it manifestly confirms it. It isa 
further proof, that there are those who draw back unto 
perdition, although the apostle was not of that number. 
Therefore those who live by faith, may yet fall from 
God and perish everlastingly. 

26. ‘* But does not God say to every one that lives by 
faith, I will never leave thee nor forsake thee ?’’ 

The whole sentence runs thus. ‘‘ Let your conversa- 
tion be without covetousness, and be content with such 
things as ye have; for he hath said, I will never leave 
thee nor forsake thee.’’ True; provided your conver- 
sation be without covetousness, and ye be content with 
such things as ye have. Then you may boldly say, 
‘The Lord is my helper, and I will not fear what man 
shall do unto me.’’ 

Do you not see, 1. That this promise, as here recited, 
relates wholly to temporal things? 2. That even thus 
taken, it is not absolute but conditional, and 3. That the 
condition is expressly mentioned in the very same sen- 
tence? 

27. Eighthly, Those who are sanctified by the blood 
of the covenant, may so fall from God as to perish ever- 
lastingly. 
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For thus again saith the apostle, + ‘‘ If we sin wilfully, 
after we have received the knowledge of the truth, there 
remaineth no more sacrifice for sin, but a certain fearful 
looking for of judgment and fiery indignation, which 
shall devour the adversaries. He that despised Moses’ 
law died without mercy under two or three witnesses. Of 
how much sorer punishment shall he be thought worthy, 
who hath trodden under foot the Son of God, and hath 
counted the blood of the covenant wherewith he was 
sanctified, an unholy thing.’’ 

It is undeniably plain, 1. That the person mentioned 
here, was once sanctified by the blood of the covenant. 
2. That he afterwards by known, wilful sin, trod under 
foot the Son of God: And 3. That he hereby incurred a 
sorer punishment than death, namely, death everlasting. 

Therefore, those who are sanctified by the blood of 
the covenant, may yet so fall as to perish everlastingly. 

28. ‘‘What! Can the blood of Christ burn in hell? 
Or can the purchase of the blood of Christ go thither ?”’ 

I answer, 1. The blood of Christ cannot burn in hell, 
no more than it can be spilt on the earth. The heavens 
must contain both his flesh and blood, until the restitu- 
tion of all things. But 

2. If the oracles of God are true, one who was pur- 

bteb sn xw 20; 
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chased by the blood of Christ may go thither. For he 
that was sanctified by the blood of Christ, was purchased 
by the blood of Christ. But one who was sanctified by 
the blood of Christ, may nevertheless go to hell; may 
fall under that fiery indignation, which shall for ever de- 
vour the adversaries. 

29. ‘*Can a child of God then go to hell? Or cana 
man be a child of God to-day, and a child of the devil 
to-morrow? If God is our Father once, is he not our 
Father always?’’ I answer, 

1. * A child of God, that is a true believer (for e that 
believeth is born of God) while he continues a true be- 
liever, cannot go to hell. But 2. If a believer make 
shipwreck of the faith, he is no longer a child of God. 
And then he may go to hell, yea, and certainly will, if 
he continues in unbelief. 3. If a believer may make 
shipwreck of the faith, then a man that believes now, 
may be an unbeliever some time hence; yea, very pos- 
sibly to-morrow: But if so, he who is a child of God 
to-day, may be a child of the devil to-morrow. For 
4. God is the Father of them that believe, so long as 
they believe. But the devil is the father of them that 
believe not, whether they did once believe or no. 

_ 30. The sum of all is this. If the scriptures are true, 
those who are holy or righteous in the judgment of God 
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himself: those who are endued with the faith that puri- 
fies the heart, that produces a good conscience: those 
who are grafted into the good olive tree, the spiritual, 
invisible church: those who are branches of the true 
vine, of whom Christ says, I am the vine, ye are the 
branches: those who so effectually know Christ, as by 
that knowledge to have escaped the pollutions of the 
world: those who see the light of the glory of God, in 
the face of Jesus Christ, and who have been made par- 
takers of the Holy Ghost, of the witness and of the fruits 
of the Spirit: those who live by faith in the Son of God: 
those who are sanctified by the blood of the covenant ; 
may nevertheless so fall from God, as to perish everlast- 
ingly. 

Therefore let him that standeth, take heed lest he fall. 
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CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


MATTHEW xxviii. 19, 20. 


Go ye therefore and teach (or disciple) a// nations, baptizing them 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost: Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have 
commanded you: And, lo, I am with you sane even unto the 
end of the world. Amen. 


donee S“PooP ARSE: 


On the NaTuRE of CHRISTIAN BapTIsM. 


HE subject of our present inquiry, may be reduced 
to these two points, viz. What is Christian Baptism ? 
And, Who are the proper subjects of it? These I shall 
endeavour to resolve by the light of divine revelation. — 
And, as I claim no dominion over the faith of any, so I 
would speak as unto wise men: judge ye what I say. 
59 
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The first thing to be considered, is, ‘‘ What is Chris- 
tian Baptism ?”’ 

In our text, Christ commissions his ministers to bap- 
tize the nations. _We borrow the word Baptism from 
the Greeks ; among whom it was commonly used to sig- 
nify a wetting or washing in some mode, as I shall shew 
more particularly in the sequel. Among Christians, bap- 
tism is that Religious and Sacramental washing with 
Water, which Christ has appointed as the token and 
sign of our admission into the visible church, and of our 
having an interest in the privileges, and coming under 
the obligations of the gospel covenant. 

But there are some, who are not content to enjoy all 
the liberty in our churches that they can reasonably de- 
sire for themselves. With them there is no true baptism 
without dipping: nor will they have Christian communi- 
on with any but those who have gone into the water. 
According to them there are no gospel churches in the 
world, except of those who have been dipped. None 
are regularly called or sent of God to preach the word, 
and administer gospel ordinances, till they have been 
dipped. None may presume to come, or be admitted to 
the table of the Lord, till they have been dipped. And 
thus, as much as in them lies, they unchurch all the 
churches in the world, except those who agree with 
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them in the mode of baptizing. —They deny the call and 
mission of their ministers; invalidate and nullify their 
ordinances, and excommunicate thousands, whom they 
cannot deny to be eminent for faith and holiness; and, 
in a word, make the door of the visible church so much 
narrower than Christ has made the gate of Heaven, that 
they reject far the greater part of those whom Christ 
receives. 

Now, however willing we are to have Christian com- 
munion with all who, in a judgment of charity, are dis- 
ciples of Christ; yet if we cannot have it, unless we 
will discard the greater part of our Christian brethren ; 
deny the missions and call of those, whose ministry has 
been the means of our own conversion and edification, 
deny the validity of those ordinances, which have so 
often been breasts of nourishment and consolation to us, 
and renounce our baptism, which we are conscientiously 
persuaded is both valid and regular; this we cannot con- 
sent to.—And if any make this a ground of separation 
from us, let all who have imbibed the spirit of Chris- 
tianity judge, whether it be our fault; and whether such 
rigidness in a matter so circumstantial, is agreeable to 
the meek and charitable spirit of the Gospel, or whether 
it does not rather look too much like Pharisaical super- 
stition, to say no worse. 
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Methinks they have more reason to question the va- 
lidity of their own administration, than to deny ours, 
upon the account of such irregularities as they charge 
upon us. For they cannot deny that the baptism which 
is administered in their communions was received at first 
by their predecessors, from the hands of such as, accord- 
ing to their principles, were unbaptized, and conse- 
quently could not be regularly authorized to administer 
the ordinance. If they think sprinkling to be no true 
baptism, much more have they reason to doubt the va- 
lidity of immersion, when performed by an unbaptized 
and unauthorized administrator. And, if the first bap- 
tisms of that sect, when they first sprung up, were invalid, 
how can those administrations be thought valid and reg- 
ular, which depend upon them. 

We must therefore conclude, that dipping cannot be 
essential to baptism and Christian communion. The 
consequences are not to be endured.—The difficulties 
this principle will lead to are inextricable.—We never 
can be satisfied that there is any true church, or valid 
baptism and ordinances in the world, upon these narrow 
principles. 

These considerations are certainly of so much weight, 
that the necessity of dipping ought not to be insisted on, 
unless there be clear and cogent reasons for it. The 
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substance of what is pleaded in favour of this mode, is 
reducible to these four heads: 

‘That the proper meaning of the word Baptize, 
always implies dipping. 

‘« That the scriptural examples of baptism were admin- 
istered in this way. 

‘¢ That this mode of administration is plainly pointed | 
out, when the Apostle says, ‘* We are buried with Christ 
‘<in baptism.’’ 

‘<That dipping only answers to, and fitly represents 
‘the thing signified in baptism.”’ 

On the contrary, we think, that the necessity of dip- 
ping cannot be argued from any of these topics; but 
that they will furnish us with a good warrant in favour 
of the mode of affusion or sprinkling. Let us examine 
the matter distinctly. 

And our first inquiry is, What is the true and proper 
meaning of the word Baptize, and whether it always 
implies dipping? We grant that the institution of Christ 
requires whatever is essential to a true Baptism; but 
more than this cannot be held necessary. Now, we have 
no sort of evidence, that the word Baptize always im- 
plies dipping; but it plainly appears to be of a larger 
and more general signification. It properly imports a 
wetting, washing, bathing, in any mode, either by dip- 
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ping or sprinkling, or bleeding, or weeping, or other- 
wise. In proof of this we appeal, 

In the first place, to those who are acknowledged to 
have been best skilled in the Greek language. All the 
Lexicons and critics, so far as I have found, agree, that 
the word signifies to wet, or wash, as well as to dip. 

But, perhaps, it may be said, ‘‘ That critics are not 
“¢infallible, and it may be suspected that they are wrong, 
‘‘in saying, That washing or wetting in general, in 
‘whatever mode, is expressed and meant by the word 
‘¢ Baptism.”’ 

I answer; in questions concerning the true meaning 
of words, the judgment of the learned, though not infal- 
lible, is doubtless of very considerable weight; and 
especially when we find a general consent among them. 
And that there certainly is upon this point, that washing 
or wetting, without respect to the mode, is Baptism, 
according to the usage of the word by Greek writers. 
But if any are yet unsatisfied, we must examine the mat- 
ter further; whether it can certainly be made to appear 
that the word bears the sense which has been said. 

They who have been at the pains to examine the 
Greek classics (Dr. Wall in particular) have proved by 
clear and manifold examples, that those ancient writers 
, were wont to use the word Baptize to express a washing 
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or wetting, even where there was no dipping at all, 
but only a sprinkling. But I think it will be needless 
to inquire, how the word was commonly understood by 
heathen writers: it is the scriptural sense alone that we 
are searching after. If this can be ascertained, we need 
no more. 

The word baptize is used in scripture to express such 
washings as did not require, and were not effected by 
dipping. In Luke xi. 38, we read, that a Pharisee who 
had invited Jesus to dine with him, ‘‘ marvelled that he 
had not first Washed.’’ The Greek word is Baptized. 
Here observe, that Jesus omitted to wash before dinner 
according to the Jewish custom, which was the reason 
why the Pharisee wondered ; and that this Washing was 
properly called a Baptism. But how were the Jews wont 
ordinarily to wash before their meals? Did they dip 
themselves under water? If not, here is a plain proof 
and example of a washing that is called a baptism, with- 
out such a dipping. Now, if we turn to Mark vii. we 
shall see what that washing was that was customary 
among the Jews before eating. ‘‘ When the Pharisees 
‘¢and some of the Scribes saw some of his disciples eat 
‘*bread with defiled (that is to say, with unwashen) 
‘¢hands, they found fault. For the Pharisees, and all 
‘‘the Jews, except they wash their hands oft, eat not. 
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‘‘ And when they come from the market, except they 
‘‘wash (the Greek is, except they are baptized) they 
‘“‘eat not.’’ This shews, that in the language of the 
New Testament a person is said to be baptized, when a 
small part of his body is washed. 

Again, in Heb. ix. 10, the Apostle speaks of the Jew- » 
ish ritual as standing in divers Washings; the Greek is, 
different Baptisms. And it appears that purifications by 
sprinkling are especially intended. For he adds, witha 
plain reference to, and as an illustration of, what he had 
just said: ‘‘If the blood of bulls and goats, and the 
‘‘ashes of an heifer, sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth 
“to the purifying of the flesh, how much more shall the 
‘* blood of Christ,’’ &c. which shews that these puri- 
fications by sprinkling are instances of those washings 
or baptisms he had mentioned, and indeed some of the 
chief instances: otherwise it would not have been per- 
tinent to his purpose to have noticed them on this occa- 
sion. A plain proof that sprinkling is a true baptism. 

Further, the Apostle says of the Israelites who came 
out of Egypt, that ‘‘they were baptized unto Moses 
‘“in the cloud, and-in the sea,"’ a/Cor. x. 2. “How 
were they baptized? Certainly they were not dipped. 
For they went on dry ground through the sea, which 
stood asa wall on each hand. It was the Egyptians only 
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that were baptized by immersion. According to the ac- 
count Moses gives, the Israelites could not otherwise be 
baptized in the cloud and sea, than by being sprinkled 
with rain from the one and a spray from the other, as 
they passed along: to which Psal. Ixviii. 7, 8, 9, is 
thought to refer. Here is then another instance of bap- 
tism by sprinkling; which was a token of the separation 
or sanctification of the people to God. This gives a 
natural and easy account of the matter. But how unnat- 
ural and strained is our opponents’ way of explaining it: 
‘< That the people having the sea on each hand, and the 
“cloud over their heads, seemed to be as it were dipped 
‘or enclosed in water.’’ On which I would observe, 
that the Apostle says not that they seemed to be as it 
were baptized, but in plain terms that they were bap- 
tized. But whatever resemblances of dipping, people 
may imagine, immersion without wetting is certainly no 
real baptism. For whether the mode of washing be 
essential or not, yet the washing or wetting itself is 
indeed essential to a true and proper baptism. If people 
may be baptized by having the water round them, though 
they were not wet by it at all, the dry hold of a ship upon 
the water would serve as well as Jordan: and, by going 
down into it, we shall be dipped in the sea in like man- 
ner as the Israelites were.—The fathers were baptized 
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in the cloud and sea.—A true baptism necessarily implies 
wetting. They were not wet by immersion—they could 
not therefore be baptized by immersion—whatever wash- 
ing they received could be only by sprinkling. —It was 
therefore in this mode undoubtedly that they were bap- 
tized. Which is another proof that sprinkling is a mode 
of baptism. 

Let us now consider the words of Christ, Luke xii, 
50, ‘‘I have a baptism to be baptized with, and how 
‘am I straitened till it be accomplished.’’ Christ here 
calls his sufferings a baptism. The sacred body of the 
blessed Jesus was truly and literally baptized.—He was 
wet and bathed in his own tears, and sweat, and blood, 
in his agony in the garden, and when he was scourged, 
and nailed to the cross. : He was baptized and sancti- 
fied by the blood of the covenant, Heb. x. 29, that is, 
by his own blood; even as the Jewish high priests were 
baptized, sanctified, and consecrated with water and the 
blood of beasts, as types of Christ. And accordingly 
it was a common expression of the ancient fathers, 
concerning the martyrs, who had shed their blood in 
bearing witness to the Christian faith, that they were 
baptized with their own blood.—Here is then, I think, 
another very good proof, that dipping is no ways es- 
sential to baptism.—For, Christ was not dipped, and his 
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martyrs are not dipped in their bloody baptism; but he 
was wet, and tinged, and bathed in his sweat, and blood 
issuing from his pores and veins. 

Let us now make some remarks on the baptism with the 
Holy Ghost, which is often spoken of. This is indeed 
a spiritual baptism, by which the subjects of it were sanc- 
tified, consecrated, and separated to God, in a higher 
and more eminent sense, than those were who had only 
been consecrated by water baptism. But how is this 
spiritual baptism explained? There are several expres- 
sions which are plainly of the same import; such as the 
“pouring out of the Spirit’’ upon the subject. When 
the Apostles were baptized with the Holy Ghost, ac- 
cording to Christ’s promise, Acts i. 5, Peter observes, 
that this was the fulfilment of the prophecy of Joel, 
‘<Tt shall come to pass in the last days, saith God, I will 
‘pour out my Spirit,’’ Acts ii. 17, and again, verse 33, 
‘‘ That Christ being by the right hand of God exalted, 
‘cand having received of the Father the promise of 
“the Holy Ghost, he hath shed or poured forth those 
‘“things which ye now see and hear.’’ Here we see 
‘that pouring upon,’’ and baptizing, are synonymous 
expressions. The one explains the other. Now, if the 
pouring out of the Spirit be the baptism of the Spirit, 
the pouring of water must also be a baptism of water.— 
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It is to be well observed, that as the Holy Spirit is in 
scripture often signified by water, as a fit emblem of 
his sanctifying and comforting influences ; su the confer- 
ring of the Spirit upon us, which is undoubtedly the true 
intendment of the baptism of the Holy Ghost, is not 
represented by the similitude of dipping into water, but 
as a pouring or sprinkling of water upon us.—Isa. xliv. 3, 
“<T will pour waters on the thirsty, and floods on the 
“‘dry ground; I will pour my Spirit on thy seed, and 
‘‘my blessing on thine offspring.’’ See also Ezek. 
xxxvi. 27, ‘‘I will sprinkle clean water on you, and ye 
‘‘shall be clean. A new heart will I give you,’’ &c. 
All which I think proves plainly, that sprinkling is in 
scripture considered as a mode of baptism.—I will add 
one remark more. The baptism with the Holy Ghost 
is termed an unction or anointing, 1 John ii. 20, 27. 
The holy oil, with which persons were anointed in their 
consecration, was a sign or emblem of the Holy Spirit 
given to them, to fit them for the offices to which they 
were called. The same is also signified by Christian 
baptism. Now, it is by pouring on of oil that persons 
are anointed ; and it is by pouring out of the Spirit upon 
us, that our anointing or baptism with the Holy Ghost 
is expressed. As therefore baptism answers in significa- 
tion to anointing, we may well conclude, that it may 
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properly be administered in the same way, that is, by 
affusion. Can we doubt whether affusion be a true bap- 
tism, when we find that in scripture, Baptizing, Pouring, 
Sprinkling, and Anointing, are parallel, and signify the 
same thing? 

One remark more I will add. In all the different 
translations of the New Testament that I have seen, I 
have not found that the word daptizo in the original is 
ever rendered by a word signifying or implying immer- 
sion. But they either retain the original word, or 
render it washing or ablution; which we cannot think 
they would have done, if the authors had not been sat- 
isfied that this is the true scriptural sense. 

To find and ascertain the signification of the word, 
will, I think, determine the dispute concerning the mode 
of Baptism. For which reason, I have examined the 
matter more carefully. And the conclusion in which 
this inquiry has issued, will not be at all weakened, but 
rather much confirmed by the account we have in the 
scriptures of the administration of this ordinance. And 
this leads us to consider, 

Secondly, Whether the necessity of dipping can be 
argued from these scriptural precedents. Some suppose, 
that ‘‘John Baptist and the Apostles baptized by im- 
‘‘mersion only: And that we are bound herein strictly 
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“‘to follow their example.’’ On the contrary, we can 
find no certainty that immersion was ever practised in 
the apostolic age. It is morally certain that this was 
not the constant mode of administration. 

It is true, we read that Jesus was baptized by John 
in Jordan; and then came up out of the water, Mark 
i. 9g, 10. ‘‘ That the Jews were also baptized of John 
‘‘in Jordan,’’ Matt. ili. 6. ‘* That John baptized in 
‘Enon, because there was much water,’’ John iii. 23. 
‘‘That the Eunuch went down into the water with 
‘« Philip, and when he was baptized they came up out of 
‘<the water,’’ Acts vill. 38, 39. But whether any of 
these were dipped is uncertain. It is not even certain 
whether in any of these instances they went into and 
were baptized, in the water; though the texts are so 
rendered in our English Bible. But the Greek, which 
is the authentic standard, will fairly admit of this sense, 
as critics have often observed, viz. That they went down 
to, were baptized at, and went up from the water.* 


* The Greek text does not determine whether Jesus and the Jews 
were baptized in Jordan or only at Jordan, for the particles (en and 
eis) here used, signify, in, at, or to. See Rom. viii. 34 (en), At 
the right hand of God. Nor is it certain that the Eunuch went into 
the water. The particle (eis) is often rendered to, John xx. 4. 
The other disciple came first (eis) to the sepulchre, yet went he 
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But, waving this remark, supposing they did go into the 
water, and were there baptized; it does not follow that 
they were plunged. It is nothing strange or improba- 
ble if they stepped into the water, that they might be 
baptized by affusion. Though there was much water, or 
many waters (as the phrase properly signifies) at Enon, 
where John was baptizing; this is no proof that he 
dipped, or made use of much water in baptism, or that 
there was even a convenient depth of water for such a 
purpose. ‘Travellers have reported that there are only 
springs and small rivulets to be found in this place. As 
multitudes resorted to John, a place that was well sup- 
plied with water, for their use and refreshment, would 
be most convenient, suppose none of them were dipped, 
as I find no certainty that they were. And if any should 
think that the administration of baptism at rivers, and 
in places where there was plenty of water, is a circum- 


notin. Philip and the Eunuch went up (ek) from the water: so 
the particle is elsewhere rendered. See Matt. xii. 42, The queen 
of the south came (ek) from the uttermost ends of the earth. Jesus 
when he was baptized went up (apo) from the water; as the phrase 
most properly signifies. I do not mention these things as faulting 
our English translation. All that I aim at is, that the original may 
fairly be rendered either way; and that this circumstance, as it is 
immaterial, so it is left undetermined. 
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stance tnat favours immersion, though it is needless to 
contest this point, yet we might easily mention several 
things as probable arguments that immersion was not 
practised in these instances. It seems unlikely that 
mixed multitudes of both sexes should be dipped naked. 
And it was contrary to the Jewish custom to bathe with 
any of their clothes on; in which respect they were so 
strict, that they held a person to be unclean, if but the 
top of one of his fingers were covered, when he bathed 
himself for his cleansing.—Or if immersion were re- 
ceived with the clothes on, this would require a shifting 
of apparal, which we have no hint of. Nor can we easily 
conceive how strangers, who came from home without 
any design of being baptized, as was the case with some, 
should be furnished with necessary change of raiment for 
this purpose. Or how John should be able, without a 
miracle, to bear the hardship of standing in the water 
up to his waist, a great part of his time, to dip the mul- 
titudes that came to him. These circumstances must 
surely weaken, if not overbalance, all probabilities or 
presumptions that can be pleaded in favour of immersion, 
in these instances. 

But be this as it may, we have accounts of several in- 
stances, so circumstanced, that the supposition of their 
being dipped is most incredible. Particularly the 3,000 
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baptized on the day of Pentecost. For it was at least 
nine o’clock when Peter began his sermon. After this 
he had a long conference, and with many words coun- 
selled, testified, and exhorted them. Then the Apostles 
had to receive a confession of faith from each of them 
distinctly: and then baptize them severally: which, 
though done in the quickest manner, would require the 
whole remainder of the day. But in the slower way 
of immersion, we cannot conceive how it could be 
done by the Apostles without a miracle. Nor may 
we suppose that the Apostles were assisted in this 
work by the seventy disciples, who appear not to have 
been authorized to administer the ordinances. Be- 
sides, how incredible is it, that they should on a sud- 
den find conveniences for dipping so ‘many, in the 
midst of a city, among zealous opposers: or that so 
many strangers should either be baptized naked, or have 
change of raiment. We cannot rationally think, that 
they could be baptized otherwise than by affusion. 
Nor is it probable that Paul was baptized by immer- 
sion: for, upon Ananias coming in to him, putting 
his hands upon him, &c. we read, that he immediately 
received his sight, arose and was baptized; that is, in 
the house where he was: there being no hint of his go- 
ing out to any water, weak as he was with long fasting 
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and agitation of mind.* It is not probable that those 
were dipped who were baptized at the house of Corne- 
lius, Acts x. 47. Peter seeing them filled with the Holy 
Ghost, said, ‘‘Can any man forbid water, that these 
‘‘should not be baptized.’’ ‘The natural sense is, Can 
any forbid water, to be brought or provided to baptize 
these: not, whether any could forbid their going to 
the water. And, in the account of their baptism, there 
is no hint of their going from the house. It is highly 
improbable, that the jailer and his house were bap- 
tized by immersion; for, this was done in the night, 
and in the prison, where there was no river nor pool to 
be imagined. Can it be thought, that the jailer, with 
his whole family, and his prisoners, whom he was 
charged to keep at his peril, should at such an hour, 
grope away in the dark, or go with a lanthorn or torch 
to a river or pool, no one knows where, and that through 
a city, just waked up with a great earthquake, and the 
streets, it is probable, filled with the frightened citizens? 


* Acts ix. 17, 18. Note, Paul was baptized without a profession 
of faith, upon Christ’s testimony concerning him, that he was a 
chosen vessel. The testimony of Christ, that the infants of be- 
lievers are of the kingdom of heaven, are holy, are interested in 
the promise, is as good a warrant for baptizing them without a pro- 
fession of their faith. 
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They might all well expect to be taken up and punished 
for helping the prisoners to make their escape. Nor 
is it credible that the Apostles would have done such a 
thing, who would not leave the prison till the magistrates 
took them out. The administration of baptism would, 
doubtless, have been deferred, if it could not then have 
been attended to without all this difficulty and danger. 
Besides, there is no account of their going out to the 
water or leaving the prison. The house of the jailer, 
into which he brought the Apostles, seems to have been 
a separate apartment of the building, where the keeper 
dwelt, that he might conveniently attend his charge. 
And we may here make this general remark; that 
among all the instances of baptism mentioned in the 
New Testament, it is never said or intimated, that they 
went from the place where they happened to be, to any 
river or stream, that they might be baptized in or at it. 
But all who are said to have been baptized in any 
stream, were by it, when they first offered themselves to 
baptism. 

Thirdly, The necessity of immersion is argued from 
the Apostle’s words, Rom. vi. 4, ‘‘ We are buried with 
‘¢ Christ in baptism.’’ Which words have been supposed 
to refer to this mode of burying the subject in water. 
But it does not appear that any such reference or allusion 
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is here intended. The Apostle is here shewing, that 
‘¢ Christians may not live any longer in sin, inasmuch as 
‘¢they are dead to it.’’ To prove and illustrate this, he 
reminds us of our being ‘‘ baptized into Christ.’’ By 
baptism, we are not only dedicated to Christ, and 
brought into a special relation to him as his disciples ; 
but, our baptism is the outward sign of our ingrafting 
into Christ, and so of our spiritual union to him, and 
communion with him, in the benefits obtained for the 
members of his body, by his crucifixion, death, burial, 
and resurrection ; and also of our obligation to a spir- 
itual conformity to his crucifixion, death, burial, and 
resurrection, as is noted and illustrated in what fol- 
lows. Being thus ‘‘ baptized into Christ, we are baptized 
‘*into his death.’’ We not only participate of the ben- 
efits obtained by his death, but are bound to a spiritual 
conformity to him in his crucifixion and death; by the 
crucifixion and death of our old man, with its affections 
and lusts. <‘‘ Therefore we are buried with him by 
‘«baptism into death.’’ Baptism signifies our union and 
communion with Christ; and our profession and obliga- 
tion to a conformity to him, ‘‘in his burial,’’ as well as 
his crucifixion and death. The old man, with his deeds, 
must be put off, utterly rejected and buried. We must, 
in respect of our former lusts and conversation, be as if 
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we were ‘‘dead and buried.’’ We, by our baptism, 
are obliged to have done with these things; to endea- 
vour, that the body of sin may be quite mortified and 
destroyed. But this work of mortification, in which 
‘we are made conformable to Christ’s death,’’ is in or- 
der to a spiritual resurrection ; in conformity to the ex- 
ample, and by the quickening virtue of Christ’s resur- 
rection: ‘‘ That like as Christ was raised from the dead 
““by the glory of the Father, so we also should walk 
<‘in newness of life.’’ So that according to the Apostle, 
baptism imports our union and conformity to Christ in 
his crucifixion, death, and resurrection, as well as in 
his burial. And why baptism should be supposed to 
bear an outward resemblance of his burial, rather than 
of his crucifixion and death, or why any should fancy 
an allusion to the mode of immersion, I can see no 
reason. 

I might further observe, that dipping a person in wa- 


_ ter does not resemble the burial of Christ, who was not 


laid in a common grave, but in a tomb hewn out of the 
side of a rock, into which they entered by a door. 
Nor does it resemble a common burial, which is not so 
properly the letting down the body into the grave, as 
the casting in the earth upon it; of which the sprinkling 
or pouring of water on a person is no unfit representa- 
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tion; but dipping bears no resemblance to it. It is not 
an outward, but a spiritual conformity to Christ’s death 
and burial that is intended by our being buried with 
him in baptism. 

Let us now inquire, Fourthly, Whether dipping an- 
swers to, and represents the thing signified in baptism 
better than sprinkling. It has just been observed, that 
baptism is the outward sign and token of the applica- 
tion of the benefits of redemption to believers, in their 
justification and sanctification. ‘‘ Christ washes us from 
‘four sins in his own blood.’’ And baptism, as the 
outward sign of the application of Christ’s blood, is, 
‘‘for the washing away of sins.’’ But how is the ap- 
plication of Christ’s blood for our cleansing represented ? 
It is called, ‘‘the blood of sprinkling.’’ And the 
Apostle speaks of the ‘‘ sprinkling of the blood of Jesus 
‘«Christ.’’? But we are never said to be cleansed from 
sin by being dipped into the blood of Christ.—Again, 
baptism is the instituted sign of our having the gift of . 
the Holy Ghost bestowed upon us. ‘‘ Be baptized,’’ 
says Peter, ‘‘and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy 
“‘Ghost.’’ Now the donation of the Holy Ghost is 
never expressed by our being dipped into the Holy 
Ghost; but by his being poured out, and our being 
sprinkled thereby; which is called our being baptized 
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with the Spirit. Sprinkling is therefore a more apt 
representation of the application of the blood of Christ, 
and the influences of the Spirit, for the cleansing of our 
souls from sin. The argument, therefore, from the anal- 
ogy of the sign with the thing signified, is plainly in fa- 
vour of sprinkling rather than dipping. It is true, our 
spiritual conformity to Christ in his death and resur- 
rection is not unfitly signified by immersion. But 
sprinkling more aptly represents the application of the 
benefits of redemption to us; which is the main thing 
signified by baptism. 


THe SECOND PART. 
On the SuBjEcTS of BapTisM. 


HE second part of the argument in hand, was to 
consider who are the proper subjects of baptism, 
or to whom this ordinance is to be administered. 

Our present inquiry, concerning the subjects of bap- 
tism, is, Who they are that, according to the gospel 
rule, are to be admitted by the church? In answer to 
which, we say, that all who make a credible profession 
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of faith, are proper subjects, together with infants, or 
children in minority. It is agreed, that professed be- 
lievers are subjects of baptism. And that this ordinance 
is not to be administered to one of adult age, unless he 
has in some manner made a credible profession of (at. 
least, penitential) faith. But that the infants of mem- 
bers of the visible church are to be received as members 
also, and as the proper subjects of baptism, has been 
denied by some; and the administering the ordinance to 
infants, has been censured as irregular, unwarrantable, 
of no validity or advantage. 

I shall therefore endeavour to prove and vindicate the 
‘¢ divine right of infant baptism,’’ 
as I can. 

In pursuance of this design, I shall, first, represent 
the chief and plainest reason, upon which I believe 
infant baptism to be a divine ordinance.—Then I will 
consider the principal objections that are made to it. 

But before I enter on the proof of the point before 
us, let it be observed and remembered—That there is 
nothing positive in the New Testament against infant 
baptism. It is no where said or hinted, that the Apo- 
stles forbid or refused, or declined to baptize infants ; or 
that any child of a believer was, after he was grown up, 
baptized upon a profession of faith. It must also be 


as briefly and plainly 
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acknowledged, that infants are capable not only of the 
outward sign of baptism, but also of having an interest 
in the blessings and grace of the New Covenant, and 
coming under its bonds, which is the thing signified in 
the ordinance, and that they need those New Covenant 
blessings. Further, it is no where declared in scrip- 
ture, either in express, or equivalent terms, that ‘adult 
‘< persons only,’’ or that ‘‘none but those who believe,’’ 
or profess faith, are to be baptized. In short, there is 
absolutely and perfectly nothing that stands in the way 
of our embracing the doctrine of infant baptism, if we 
can find any kind of evidence in favour of it, either ex- 
press or consequential.—This then is what we have now 
to inquire into, viz. Whether any such evidence appears? 
And I think enough may be collected from the Scriptures 
to put the matter beyond all reasonable doubt. 

And my first argument is taken from the church mem- 
bership of infants: 


All those who are to be received as members of the 
visible church are the subjects of baptism.—But infants 
are to be received as members of the visible church. 
They are therefore subjects of baptism. 


First, I say that all who are to be received as mem- 
bers of the visible church, are the subjects of baptism. 
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This is granted by our opponents, particularly by Dr. 
Gill, most expressly. ‘‘ Let it be proved,’’ says he, 
‘‘that infants are or ought to be members of gospel 
<¢ churches—and we shall readily admit them,”’ i. e. to 
baptism.—Answer to Dickinson, p. 89. 

Some have pretended ‘‘ that it is inconsistent to say, 
that a right to baptism is grounded upon church mem- 
bership, and yet that we are admitted into the church by 
baptism.’’ But this isa mere cavil. The right of church 
membership is one thing ; and admission into the visible 
church is another. They who are qualified for admission 
into the church, according to the rule of the gospel, are 
members by right, before they are members by admission. 
And they are accordingly to be received as rightful 
members by baptism, and so admitted in an orderly 
way to those subsequent privileges of Christian commu- 
nion, to which baptism is a regular and solemn intro- 
duction. For the right of church membership, though 
it gives an immediate claim to admission into the church 
by baptism, yet it does not give an immediate and or- 
derly claim to any, while unbaptized, to all the privi- 
leges of admitted and baptized members. But be this 
as it will, whether the right of church membership be 
antecedent to baptism, or baptism be antecedent to 
church membership, it cannot be denied that all those 
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are the proper subjects of baptism, who are, or ought to 
be admitted as members of the gospel church. 

Now if it can be made to appear, that infants are, or 
ought to be acknowledged and admitted as members of 
the visible church, we must unavoidably conclude that 
they are subjects of baptism. And this is what I un- 
dertake to prove. And there is a remarkable passage 
recorded by three of the Evangelists which seems to be 
sufficient to determine the point. I will recite it at 
large, collecting all the particulars mentioned in the 
several accounts. Matt. xix. 13, 15, Mark x. 13, 16, 
Luke xviii. 15, 16,—‘‘ And they brought unto him lit- 
‘tle children, infants, that he should touch them, put 
‘“<his hands on them, and pray: and his Disciples re- 
“‘buked them [i. e. those who brought them]. But 
‘<when Jesus saw it he was much displeased, and called 
‘*them to him, and said unto them, Suffer the little 
‘<children to come unto me, and forbid them not, for 
‘of such is the kingdom of Heaven. Verily I say 
‘unto you, whosoever shall not receive the kingdom of 
‘¢God as a little child, he shall not enter therein. And 
‘he took them up in his arms, put or laid his hands 
‘‘upon them, and blessed them.”’ 

These were young ‘‘infant’’ children which were 
brought to Christ, whom he took up in his arms, as we 
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are expressly told. They who brought them gave evi- 
dence of their faith in him; for they brought them that 
he might put his hands on them and pray. We may 
also observe, that it was agreeable to the mind of Christ 
that they should be brought to him; for when the dis- 
ciples rebuked those that brought them, Jesus seeing it, 
was much displeased. The disposition they manifested 
on this occasion to despise little ones, and set themselves 
above them, as if young children were not fit to be in- 
troduced into their company, Christ did much dislike. 
And he was also displeased, as it seems, to find they 
were so dull of understanding, and so mistaken in their 
apprehensions. They might reasonably have concluded, 
that as little children always had been received as mem- 
bers of the church of God, as Christ had not intimated 
any design to cut them off from this their right, as they 
needed his blessing, and were capable of it; on these 
grounds they ought to have concluded, that it was fit 
and proper that they should be presented to the Messiah, 
the king of Israel, as his disciples and subjects, that they 
might receive his blessing.—But the disciples seem to 
have reasoned in a quite different manner, as some others 
have done since. ‘‘ To what purpose is it to bring these 
‘little children hither? They are not capable of being 
‘“‘taught. They do not understand what is intended 
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**to be done with them. It will be of no advantage 
‘to them. We cannot look upon them to be believers, 
‘‘or fit to belong to our society.’’ Such thoughts as 
these they seem to have had. For our Saviour’s words 
on this occasion are as plain and pointed as possible 
against this error.—Their mistake at this time gave our 
Lord a fit occasion to declare his mind fully and ex- 
pressly upon the case of infants; that they are of the 
kingdom of heaven; and therefore none should forbid, 
or discourage any from bringing and presenting them 
to him. ‘Suffer little children to come unto me, 
‘and forbid them not, for of such is the kingdom of 
‘<< heaven.’”’ 

From these words it appears, in the first place, that 
infants are the children of the covenant, belong to the 
church of God: for this is what we are here to under- 
stand by the kingdom of heaven, as I shall shew pres- 
ently. Such as these, properly and naturally signifies, 
persons of this sort or class, and that come under this 
denomination.—They were included among that sort of 
persons; even as the woman taken in adultery was one 
of those condemned by the law, ‘‘ which commanded 
‘that such should be stoned.’’ 

Some would fain have the meaning of this expression 
to be, ‘‘That those who resemble little children in 
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‘humility belong to the kingdom of heaven.’’ But 
how strained and unnatural is this? Christians are to re- 
semble lambs and doves for meekness, as well as infants. 
But what should we think of a man that should say to 
his servant: ‘Suffer the sheep and lambs to come to 
‘‘me, and hinder them not, for of such is the kingdom 
“of heaven?’’—Would not this be highly improper, 
and worse than ridiculous? And yet this would be just 
as proper as the words of Christ are, according to the 
meaning that these would force upon them.—The reason 
Christ gives why the little children should be brought 
to him, is, because of such is the kingdom of God. 
And a very plain and pertinent reason it is, as we un- 
derstand it. For if children belong to the kingdom of 
Christ, we can see a manifest fitness that they should be 
presented to him as his subjects and people, that he 
might own them, and give them his blessing. But what 
weight or pertinency is there in such a reason as our 
adversaries would assign for bringing these children to 
Christ? ‘‘Suffer little children to come to me, for 
‘‘though it is true they belong not to my kingdom, yet 
‘the subjects of my kingdom are somewhat like them. 
‘There is that in little children which looks like meek- 
‘“ness and humility, and is a fit emblem of it.’’ Must 
every thing then that any ways resembles true Christians, 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 89 


be brought to Christ, for him to lay his hands upon it, 
and pray over it? What an uncouth, unintelligible 
reason is this for bringing children to Christ? Which 
will serve as well for a reason why lambs and doves 
should be brought and presented to him, as Mr. Henry 
well observes. Because the kingdom of God consists of 
grown persons, meek and harmless like children, is it 
a just and plain consequence, that children should be 
brought and presented to Christ; though they belong 
not to his kingdom? Surely no one has any cause to 
be displeased with another (as Christ was with his dis- 
ciples) for not apprehending weight in such a reason as 
this. Indeed there is no weight in it. 

Again, the reception which Christ gave these children, 
and his actions towards them, may put it out of all 
doubt that he acknowledged them as the subjects of his 
kingdom. For he took them in his arms, put his hands 
upon them, and blessed them. Christ never pronounced 
a solemn blessing upon any but those whom he owned 
as the subjects of his kingdom. By laying his hands on 
these children and blessing them, he recognized them as 
his own people, and put upon them the same token 
of acknowledgment which he gave his disciples imme- 
diately before his ascension. The blessing was always 
looked upon as a sacred thing, which belonged only to 
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the professed worshippers and people of God; especially 
that solemn religious blessing in the name of God, with 
imposition of hands, which had been practised in the 
church in all ages. None were the subjects of this, 
upon any occasion that we read of, but they that be- 
longed to the church. When we read that God blessed 
Noah, and Abraham, and the other patriarchs, we have 
no doubt but that hereby he owned them, in the most 
solemn manner, as his people. And shall any be so un- 
reasonable as to deny or call in question the church 
membership of infants, after Christ himself has not only 
declared that of such is the kingdom of heaven, but 
has given this further token and testimony of the same, 
even laying on his hands, and pronouncing a blessing 
upon them: which is as distinguishing a token of church 
membership as baptism itself, or any other ordinance 
whatever. 

Infants then must be allowed to belong to the king- 
dom of heaven. Christ has declared them so by words 
and actions as significant as possible. But, it may be 
inquired, What are we to understand by the kingdom 
of heaven? I answer, it is plainly the church ‘that is 
here meant.—It will be needless to confirm this by 
particular quotations; they are so many, and so well 
known to all who have read the New Testament with 
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any attention. Nor is it denied by any that I know 
of: and, I think, it is the Visible Church that is to be 
understood. 

Christ declares, that these children were then mem- 
bers of the kingdom of heaven. ‘‘Of such is the 
‘‘kingdom of heaven.’’ But, will any say, that the 
kingdom of glory consists of those who are here upon 
earth? ‘They were upon earth, and were in the kingdom 
of heaven upon earth, if they were in it at all; that is, 
in the kingdom of grace or visible church. 

But, if it were supposed, that these words are to be 
understood as affirming, that children belong to the in- 
visible church, and as such, are heirs of the kingdom of 
glory; yet this will prove that. they ought to be ac- 
knowledged and received as members of the visible 
church. For, can they be reasonably refused a place 
in the church on earth, whom Christ affirms to be heirs 
of heaven? If we have evidence that they belong to 
Christ, as his peculiar people, there needs no more to 
give any one a clear and undoubted right, in the account 
of the church, to be received as belonging to him, or as 
members of the church on earth. And what better evi- 
dence can there be that any are subjects of the kingdom 
of heaven, than the testimony of the king himself? Is 
there any profession of faith that ought to have more 
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credit in the church? ‘Though infants are not able to 
speak for themselves, yet Christ has spoken. for them, 
declaring, that ‘‘of such is the kingdom of heaven.’’ 
And, is not the testimony of Christ a sufficient creden- 
tial to warrant our receiving them? Our Lord subjoins 
the following memorable words, in which he strikes at 
the very root of his disciples’ error, which their conduct 
discovers. ‘‘ Whosoever shall not receive the kingdom 
‘of God as a little child, shall not enter therein.’’ 
The disciples were much disposed to stand upon their 
distinctions. They seemed to think that they had a 
clearer and better title to the privileges of the Messiah’s 
kingdom than infants. They were actual believers and 
followers of Christ; which could not be said of babes. 
If these are admitted to have a part in this kingdom, it 
must be considered as a special indulgence and favour to 
them, who have done nothing to give them any claim 
to such a privilege. Whereas, thought they, we have 
left all for the kingdom of heaven’s sake. And, shall 
these be allowed to have as good a title as we? ‘‘ Yea, 
says Christ, their title is as good as yours in all respects.’’ 
It is, indeed, an act of mere grace and favour, that 
infants are admitted. They have done nothing to 
merit it. And, do you imagine, that any thing that you 
have done gives you any peculiar claim to these privi- 
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leges? Do you consider the kingdom of heaven as the 
due reward for any doings of yours? No, be it known 
to you, that your title arises entirely from the free grace 
and gift of God, as well as theirs. If you will not re- 
ceive the kingdom of God, and hold it by the same title 
that little children do (viz. as the free gift of God made 
over to them by his covenant and promise, as his adopted 
children) you shall not enter therein.* 

The common exception, ‘‘That these infants were 
not baptized by Christ, nor were brought to him for 
any such purpose,’’ is altogether impertinent. We do 
not argue, that infants are the subjects of baptism, be- 
cause we suppose that these infants were baptized by 
Christ; but that infants belong to the church, is here 
plainly asserted; and that all such as belong to the 
church, are the subjects of baptism, cannot be denied. 
It is further asked, ‘‘ Why Christ did not then baptize 
them, if they were proper subjects? Before men urge 
such questions, they should make it appear, that these 


* ¢¢ Receiving the kingdom of God as a little child,’’ is commonly 
explained to mean, receiving the privileges of the kingdom of heaven 
with humility, or a child-like temper. I think, it gives a sense more 
apposite to the occasion, if we understand the words as importing, 
that we must receive and hold the kingdom of heaven by the same 
right and title with children. 
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infants had not been baptized before. However, whether 
they were baptized or not, is of no importance to us. 
If they were not baptized, it is not incumbent on us 
to give the reason. But it is incumbent on those who 
ask such questions, to shew, Why it should be thought 
necessary, that all members of the gospel church should 
then be baptized before baptism was fully settled as 
the ordinary rite of admission, which was not till after 
Christ’s resurrection. But, if Christ did not baptize 
these children, yet he gave them as sure a token of 
church membership as baptism itself, when he laid his 
hands upon them and blessed them. It is further ob- 
jected, ‘‘ Christ’s entire silence about infant baptism at 
this time, has no favourable aspect on such a practice.’’ 
Answer, Christ having asserted the church membership 
of infants, and solemnly blessed them with imposition of 
hands, and having said nothing against the baptism of 
them, more than of adults, these things have a very fa- 
vourable aspect on the practice of infant baptism, and 
imply a good warrant for it. After having thus owned 
them as his people, both by words and actions, if it had 
been his will that the sacrament of induction should not 
henceforth be administered to infants, as heretofore, but 
only to adults, he would not have failed to have given 
some intimation on this occasion, that notwithstanding 
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what he had said and done, infants were not to be bap- 
tized. Christ’s saying nothing against infant baptism on 
this occasion, when it appears so necessary to prevent 
mistakes, had infant baptism been contrary to his will, 
has no favourable aspect on the practice of those who 
refuse to admit them. 

I have enlarged the more upon this proof of the 
church membership of infants, because I take it to be 
very decisive and unanswerable. And, I shall lay before 
you another passage, which will fairly lead us to the 
same conclusion. Mark ix. 36, 37, ‘‘Jesus took a 
‘child, and set him in the midst of them, and when 
‘<he had taken him in his arms, he said unto them; 
“Whosoever shall receive one of such children in my 
‘“name, receiveth me.’’ 

Now observe, Christ says, ‘‘ Whosoever shall receive 
‘¢one of such children’’ (or, ‘‘ this child,’’ as it is in 
Luke ix. 48) ‘‘in my name, receiveth me.’’ To re- 
ceive one in the name of Christ, is to receive him as be- 
longing to him. So the words are clearly explained in 
the 41st verse of this chapter, ‘‘ Whosoever shail give 
“¢you to drink a cup of water in my name, because ye 
‘¢ belong to Christ, verily I say unto you, he shall not 
‘¢lose his reward.’’ Since then Christ would have us 
receive little children in his name, as belonging to him, 
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and declares, that in so doing we receive him; we. may 
assuredly conclude, that they are to be reputed as be- 
longing to him, as the members of his church. When, 
therefore, a believer offers his child to the church, to be 
received by baptism, as belonging to Christ, and admit- 
ted as a member of the same body; shall they refuse to 
receive it in his name? Shall they thus despise Christ’s 
little ones, as to shut the doors of his house upon them, 
and, as much as in them lies, ‘‘ cast them out of the in- 
‘“<heritance of the Lord, and declare that they have no 
‘«part in the Lord, and lay such a stumbling block be- 
‘fore our children, to make them cease from fearing 
“‘the Lord?’’ Josh. xxii. 25. God forbid! Take heed 
that ye despise not, and offend not one of these little 
ones. 

Let us now consider more particularly the words of 
our text, containing the Apostolic commission. ‘‘Go 
‘‘teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
‘« Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: teach- 
‘‘ing them to observe all things whatsoever I have com- 
‘¢manded you.’’ It has been observed, that the words 
properly signify, ‘‘Go make or admit all nations Disci- 
‘‘ples, baptizing them—teaching them,’’ &c. This, 
our opposers do not deny. But, they say, that no one 
can be made a disciple but by teaching; which is true, 
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only with respect to adults: because no ‘‘such persons,’’ 
are to be admitted into the school of Christ, but by 
their own consent, and a previous profession of their 
faith in him, and obedience to him; and this necessa- 
rily pre-requires teaching. But to argue from hence, 
that infants are not to be admitted as disciples, because 
not in a present capacity of being taught, and professing 
their faith, is no better than begging the question, talk- 
ing at random, and without proof. ‘Though adults are 
not made disciples, till they are first taught, and are not 
admitted but upon a profession of faith, yet with infants 
the case is otherwise. They are to be admitted by the 
order of Jesus Christ, without a personal ‘‘ profession 
‘and consent,’’ of which they are not capable. But 
this may be further considered afterwards. 

Let us now see whether any thing can be argued from 
the words, in favour of infant discipleship and_ bap- 
tism.—When the Apostles received an order to disciple 
all nations, they would naturally understand, that they 
had it in charge to makeall nations proselytes, to intro- 
duce and admit them into the church of Christ, asa 
school, in which they were to be taught and trained up 
in the knowledge and observance of christianity, in 
order to their being meet for heaven. It is true neither 
infants nor adults are expressly named. But the Apostles 
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were sent to disciple and baptize ‘‘ the nations,’’ which 
none can deny, include persons of every age. And the 
Apostles must needs have understood that it was their 
business to make Disciples of the infants, and baptize 
them as well as others. For, let it be remembered that 
the Apostles had been educated in the Jewish church, of 
which infants had all along been undoubted members. 
They understood that the membership of such had never 
been called in question, since there had been a church 
in the world. They knew that the infants of proselytes 
from among the Gentiles were constantly admitted and 
circumcised, together with their parents. Not only so, 
but such infants were baptized; as the ancient Jews 
report. They knew that Christ had taught them that 
little children belonged to the kingdom of Heaven ; 
that he had accordingly laid his hands, and pronounced 
a solemn blessing upon them; and signified his will that 
they be received in his name, as belonging to him; and 
that themselves had been reproved by him for forbidding 
infants to be brought to receive his blesssing. They 
knew, that the admission of the children into the church, 
with the parents, was always reckoned a great privilege ; 
that Christ never said or intimated that it was his will 
that infants should be cut off, or not admitted still as 
members of the gospel church. They understood that 
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the privileges of the church were to be enlarged, and 
not abridged in any respect.—Now, the Apostles, whose 
views and apprehensions may have been such as has been 
represented, would, without doubt, have understood that 
they were instructed by their commission, to admit the 
children with the parents into the number of proselytes 
by the initiating rite, as had been the constant practice 
of the church.—They must have understood the matter 
as a minister who had never heard that infant baptism 
was ever objected to, would understand his charge, if he 
was ordained and sent out to preach to the heathen, and 
gather churches among them, baptizing them. It would 
be unnatural, and highly unreasonable for them to un- 
derstand the matter otherwise. This then must be re- 
ceived as the just interpretation of the commission. It 
is the natural and true meaning: which is so far from 
cutting off infants from the gospel church, that it fur- 
nishes us with a good warrant for admitting them. 

We have another unanswerable proof, that the children 
of believers are fit to be members of the visible church, 
and subjects of baptism, in 1 Cor. vii. 14, ‘‘ The unbe- 
‘¢lieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the un- 
‘< believing wife is sanctified by the husband: else were 
‘¢ your children unclean, but now are they holy.’’ The 
Apostle had just said, that a believer ought not to sepa- 
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rate from an unbelieving wife, who was willing to con- 
tinue in the marriage relation. And in these words he 
removes a doubt which might be apt to arise in their 
minds, viz. Whether the children born in such a mar- 
riage were to be reckoned as fit to be of the church, 
with the believing parents; or were to be ranked with 
the unbelieving parent, and so reckoned among heathens 
that were without?—Though infants had always been 
received as members of the Old Testament church, yet 
when the Jews had, in the time of Ezra married strange 
wives which had borne them children, these children 
were not received; but it was ordered that they be put 
away, together with their heathen parents, as unclean. 
It might therefore be a scruple, whether a believer, and 
member of the Christian church, were obliged ox allowed 
to live in the state of marriage with an unbeliever; and 
whether their children were not to be excluded from 
the church, as the unclean offspring of a heathen parent ; 
as had been determined among the Jews in the case just 
mentioned. ‘This point, the Apostle plainly resolves, de- 
claring, that a believer is not defiled by having conjugal 
society with an unbeliever. On the contrary, says he, 
‘¢The unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife,’’ 
or rather is sanctified in or to the wife, ‘‘and the unbe- 
‘<lieving wife is sanctified in or to the husband.’’ ‘That 
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is, the believer, has a lawful and sanctified enjoyment of 
an unbelieving yoke-fellow. For, as the Apostle else- 
where teaches us, ‘‘All things are pure to him that is 
‘«pure. And every creature of God is good, and no- 
‘thing to be refused. For, it is sanctified by the word 
‘of God and prayer.’’ Thus the unbelieving husband 
or wife is sanctified to the believer, as every creature of 
God is, which we may have occasion to use. Formerly, 
all that were out of the pale of the church were ac- 
counted unclean; and a Jew would have been defiled by 
living with a heathen wife. But now there is no defile- 
ment in the lawful use of any of God’s creatures. 
They are all sanctified to a believer. Or we may take 
the meaning of these words thus: a believer and unbe- 
liever being married together, are one flesh ; they are one 
principle or source of offspring. But though an unbe- 
liever, considered in himself personally, is unholy, and 
has no claim to church privileges; yet the children are 
entitled to these privileges, as fully and perfectly in all 
respects, as if both the parents were believers. For the un- 
believing husband being one flesh with the believing wife, 
is sanctified in or by her, so far as respects the church 
privileges of children. The husband, though an unbe- 
liever, is, in consequence of his union in marriage with a 
believer, in some sort sanctified. The unbeliever, in 
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this relation is capable of transmitting church privileges 
to his offspring, to as good advantage as any believer. 
The Apostle goes on—‘‘Else were your children 
‘<unclean,’’ as the heathen were termed and accounted. © 
All those who were aliens from the commonwealth of 
Israel, and strangers to the covenant of the promise, and 
not members of the church of God, were commonly re- 
puted uncircumcised and unclean. They were not ad- 
mitted into thé holy place, or to attend on holy ordi- 
nances. Now, if the unbelieving wife were not sanctified 
to and by the believer, as has been said, the children must 
have been unclean, and so not be received as members of 
the church, and subjects of holy ordinances. —‘‘ But now 
‘they are holy’’—and are to be admitted into the visi- 
ble church, into the society and fellowship of those who 
are visibly separated from the rest of the world, and de- 
voted to God as his holy people. The word, Holy, as it 
is used in scripture, is applied to persons and things that 
are devoted and dedicated to God. Men are termed 
holy either as being separated from the rest of mankind, 
and standing in a peculiar relation to God, as his visi- 
ble professing people; or as being conformed to the 
will and moral image of God in temper and practice. 
The one is called a relative, the other an inherent holi- 
ness. ‘The first is attributed to all those who belong to 
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the visible church. Thus the people of Israel are all 
spoken of as an holy people. And, upon the same ac- 
count, gospel churches are considered as consisting of 
saints, or holy persons. For, though it is not supposed 
that they are all really and inherently holy, or partakers 
of a divine nature, yet they are visibly the people of 
God, separated and devoted to him. But let it be par- 
ticularly noted, that no person is ever styled holy, from 
the beginning to the end of the Bible, except he be of 
the church of God. And in the New Testament, a Saint, 
or Holy Person, a Disciple of Christ, a Member of the 
Church, and a Subject of the Kingdom of Heaven, are 
of the same signification. Now, since we find that the 
title or appellation of Holy is never given to any person 
in the world, except he be of the church; and since the 
Apostle declares, that the children of believers are holy ; 
it is-a plain and undeniable consequence, that such 
children are of the church, and are the proper subjects 
of baptism, as was to be proved. 

The Antipedobaptists have endeavoured, in vain, to 
wring and wrest these words of the Apostle to a com- 
pliance with their tenets.—But, in the first place they 
would persuade us, ‘‘ That the Holiness which the Apo- 
“¢stle here intends, cannot be that which is implied in, 
‘and connected with church membership.—For, they 
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‘¢say, the same Holiness which is ascribed to the chil- 
“dren, is also attributed to the unbelieving parent.— 
‘‘Tf the childen are Holy, the unbelieving husband and 
“‘ wife are also said to be sanctified.’’ But, I answer, 
the Apostle’s words plainly shew, that the unbelieving 
yoke-fellow is only sanctified to the believer, as all the 
creatures of God are said to be sanctified to the Saints, 
so as that they may have a holy use and enjoyment 
of them. — He is not sanctified in respect to God, but 
only in respect to his wife and offspring, who derive no 
more defilement either by conjugal cohabitation with or 
by natural generation from him, than if he were a be- 
liever.—In a word, the unbelieving husband is only sanc- 
tified in that particular respect, and unto the particular 
purpose there pointed at, as has been said.—But the 
Children are declared to be not unclean, but ‘‘holy;’’ 
a title which is never given to any but those that are of 
the church. Unbelievers who belong not to the church 
may be sanctified, or prepared as instruments to answer 
the purposes of divine goodness to the saints. But this 
respective sanctification does never give them the deno- 
mination of ‘‘ Holy ones.’’ The words of the text, 
and the reason of the thing therefore plainly shew, that 
the sanctification of the unbelieving husband or wife is 
a different thing from the holiness of the children.— 


. 
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This gives a good, pertinent, and instructive sense to 
the Apostle’s words, which are taken and explained in 
the scriptural sense, as no doubt they ought to be. 

And hence we see, there is no just foundation for that 
objection, ‘‘ That the unbelieving parent being sancti- 
‘<fied by a believing yoke-fellow, may as well be con- 
‘<cluded to be a member of the church and subject of 
‘‘baptism, as the children whose holiness depends upon 
‘‘this sanctification of the parents.’’ For a person’s 
being sanctified in some certain respect, does not give 
him the denomination of a holy one, in the language of 
the scriptures; which is a peculiar and appropriate title 
of those who belong to the church, and is never given 
to any others of the children of men. And, since the 
children are Holy, which is not said of the unbelieving 
parent, though in some respects sanctified, the children 
are to be acknowledged as of the church, but not the 
unbelieving parent. 

Let us now consider how this passage is expounded 
by those on the other side. And here they would per- 
suade us, ‘‘that the Apostle means, what they call, 
‘a matrimonial holiness.’’ And that the meaning of 
the text is, ‘‘The unbelieving husband is married or 
‘espoused to the wife, and the unbelieving wife mar- 
‘¢ried to the husband: else were your children bastards, 
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‘«but now are they legitimate.’’ Ido not think it will 
be needful to say much to expose the unreasonableness 
of this interpretation. It is so strained and unnatural, 
it so sinks and spoils the sense, and is so utterly without 
foundation, that I think it may pass for one of the most 
improbable, unhandsome, and incredible glosses, that 
we shall readily meet with upon any text whatever. 
Neither the Corinthians, nor any one else doubted, or 
had need to be told, that the unbelieving husband had 
been and was married to the wife, and the unbelieving 
wife to the husband. For, how could they be husband 
and wife, if they had not been married together? And, 
can any one believe in sober earnest, that the inspired 
Apostle filled up his epistle with such a trifling ridic- 
ulous business, as telling his converts, that if they had 
children without being married, the children would be 
bastards, but now as they had been married, they were 
legitimate? Far be it from any Christian to burlesque 
the sacred scriptures at this rate.—A profane infidel, 
who would ridicule the Apostle, could scarce give his 
words a meaner, and more ludicrous turn. 


THAT the infant seed of believers are members of 
the church, and subjects of baptism, further appears from 
their interest in that gracious covenant, by which the 
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church is constituted. To state and clear up this argu- 
ment at full length, would require a large discourse. I 
must only give a brief sketch. 

I think it is granted, that all who are visibly inter- 
ested in the new covenant, are to be received as mem- 
bers of the visible church; and that the outward token 
of an interest in the covenant, and of admission into the 
visible church belongs to them. After the fall of man, 
by the breach of the first covenant, God was pleased to 
reveal a new and gracious covenant, of which Christ was 
the Mediator; which was to be the rule of intercourse 
and communion between God and his people, and the 
great charter by which the church was formed. All 
who were taken into this covenant were thereby sepa- 
rated from the rest of mankind, and brought into a pe- 
culiar relation to God, as his people and subjects, to be 
ruled by the special laws, and observe the special ordi- 
nances, and enjoy the special privileges of his kingdom. 
This kingdom of grace was to make an outward ap- 
pearance upon earth, and have an outward administra- 
tion in the visible church, according to the rules which 
God ordained. And according to these rules, all who 
were visibly in the covenant, were to be admitted as 
members of the visible church. They were to have the 
appointed token of the covenant put upon them, and 
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were visible subjects of the outward ordinances and 
privileges of the church. For, a visible interest in the 
covenant, a right of membership in the visible church, a 
right to the token of the covenant and of church mem- 
bership, and to the outward ordinances and privileges, - 
which, according to the covenant, belong to the church ; 
these things are inseparably connected together, and mu- 
tually infer each other. Many, it is true, who are in 
the covenant visibly, and in the acceptation of the 
church, have not a real and saving interest in new cove- 
nant blessings. They will not at last be owned by God 
as his peculiar people; nor is there a spiritual, effectual, 
and saving application of the grace of the new cove- 
nant to them. Hence arises the common distinction 
between the visible and the invisible church. 

Now, if this covenant, by which the church is formed 
and constituted, includes the children with the parents, 
then the token of the covenant, and of admission into 
the church, belongs regularly and visibly to them. 
This then is the point we have to prove. 

Let it be remembered, in the first place, that the sup- 
position of infants being comprehended in the covenant, 
and being the subjects of its outward administration in 
the visible church, is no ways incredible, on account of 
any incapacity in them. For, they are certainly capa- 
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ble of coming under its bonds, and having the grace of 
it secured and applied to them; and they greatly need 
new covenant blessings. It is an important privilege to 
them to belong to the visible church, that they may, 
under its watch, instructions, and discipline, be trained 
up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. They 
are also capable of having the outward token of the cov- 
enant put upon them; which may afterwards be im- 
proved by them for their excitement and encouragement 
in the service of God. In short, infants are, for aught 
that appears, as capable subjects as any, of the obliga- 
tions, the privileges, and token of the covenant; and 
they stand in like need thereof with others. The pre- 
sumption, therefore, is not at all against, but rather in 
favour of their being comprehended in the covenant, as 
well as others. 

We may further observe, that it has always been cus- 
tomary for children to be included in covenants with 
the parents; to come under the bonds, and receive the 
privileges therein stipulated. That this is common in 
covenants which take place among mankind, is known 
to all; and no one imagines there is any thing unreason- 
able and improper in it, if the covenant be in itself good 
and reasonable. It is also certain, that when God has 
been pleased to covenant with mankind, the children as 


9 


110 CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


well as the parents have been comprehended. ‘This ap- 
pears to have been the case in the covenant with Adam, 
with Noah, with Abraham, and with the Israelites at 
Horeb. Indeed, this seems to have been the case in 
all God’s federal transactions with the children of men. » 
It is, therefore, altogether agreeable to the common 
sense of mankind, and the method of God’s govern- 
ment of his people, that his covenant with them should 
respect and take in both them and their seed. And 
this consideration may, I think, render it quite credible 
and probable that the new covenant, by which the church 
is constituted, may be, in this respect, similar to God’s 
covenant transactions with mankind, which, so far as 
appears, have constantly comprehended the children 
with the parents. 

But, having premised these observations, I shall pro- 
ceed to the direct and positive proof, that the children 
of God’s covenant people, have also an interest in the 
covenant. ‘The new covenant, which, I have said, is 
the great charter by which the church is formed, does 
most plainly and expressly take them in. It was, in- 
deed, this new covenant I am speaking of, that was re- 
vealed to our first parents the very day that they fell, and 
by the proposal of it to them, they were constituted the 
visible church and people of God, before they were ex- 
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pelled from paradise.—It was again revealed to Noah 
after the flood, whereby he, with his children, were again 
recognized by God as his church and people. The same 
covenant was afterwards more clearly and distinctly re- 
vealed to Abraham, and the ordinance of circumcision 
was annexed, as an outward sign and token. And 
though there are sufficient intimations, that the seed of 
God’s visible and professed people, had always, from 
the beginning, been considered as in the covenant, and 
church of God; yet as this is most expressly declared 
in the revelation which God made of his gracious cove- 
nant to Abraham, I shall take this more especially as 
the ground of the present argument. 

The Abrahamic covenant, I say, was but a plainer ex- 
hibition of that same new and gracious covenant, which 
had been all along the foundation and charter of the 
church. The addition of a new ordinance, and the 
grant of a particular country to him and his natural 
posterity, made no alteration in its substantial duties, 
or privileges, but only pointed out a different external 
administration, which was to take place in the church. 
Hitherto the external administration of the church seems 
to have been domestic ; the ordinances of worship being 
distinctly and separately administered in the several fami- 
lies of the Patriarch: nor do we read of solemn assem- 
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blies, for the purpose of attending public worship. But, 
as God had a design of forming a national church, of 
the posterity of Abraham, all the members of which 
were to join and have an external communion with each 
other in the same ordinances, and acts of worship; this 
different mode of administration was provided for in the 
grant of the land of Canaan to the posterity of Abra- 
ham ; that so they might be formed into a political body, 
and live together, for their convenient attendance on 
holy ordinances. But this provision, was made for a 
different external administration in the church, is no 
argument but that the covenant which was revealed to 
Abraham was, for substance, the very same with that by 
which the church had at first been formed, and had all 
along subsisted. 

This may shew how unreasonably some would insin- 
uate, that we would make several covenants of grace. 
As if the same covenant could not be revealed ‘at 
‘“sundry times, and in divers manners,’’ and, as if there 
might not be a different external administration of ordi- 
nances in the church at different times, and yet the 
covenant by which the church is constituted remain 
substantially the same. 

Now, that we may distinctly state this argument, 
grounded on the covenant with Abraham, let us take a 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. tes 


view of it as we have it recorded in Gen. xvii. “I am 
‘the Almighty God, walk before me, and be thou 
‘perfect. And I will make my covenant between me 
‘and thee, and will multiply thee exceedingly. As 
‘for me, my covenant is with thee, and thou shalt be 
‘a father of many nations. Neither shall thy name 
‘fany more be Abram, but thy name shall be Abra- 
‘<ham ; for a father of many nations have I made thee. 
<< And I will make thee exceeding fruitful, and I will 
‘‘make nations of thee, and Kings shall come out of 
‘<thee.—And I will establish my covenant between me 
‘<and thee, and thy seed after thee in their generations, 
‘<for an everlasting covenant; to be a God unto thee, 
‘and to thy seed after thee. And I will give unto 
‘“thee, and to thy seed after thee, the land in which 
‘thou art a stranger; all the land of Canaan for an 
‘“ everlasting possession, and I will be their God. Thou 
‘<shalt keep my covenant therefore, thou and thy seed 
‘‘after thee in their generations. This is my covenant 
‘«which ye shall keep between me and you, and thy seed 
‘¢after thee: Every man child among you shall be cir- 
“*cumcised. And ye shall circumcise the flesh of your 
‘foreskin, and it shall be a token of the covenant be- 
‘‘twixt me and you. And he that is eight days old 
‘¢shall be circumcised among you, every man child in 
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‘your generations; he that is born in the house, or 
‘‘bought with money of any stranger which is not of 
“‘thy seed. He that 1s born in thy house, and he that 
“¢is bought with thy money, must needs be circumcised ; 
‘and my covenant shall be in your flesh for an ever-. 
‘lasting covenant. And the uncircumcised man child 
‘whose flesh of his foreskin is not circumcised, that 
“soul shall be cut off from his people: he hath broken 
‘¢my covenant.”’ 

From this memorable passage, which I have recited 
at large, we see that the Abrahamic covenant compre- 
hended the children with the parents, in their successive 
generations; and that the outward token of an interest 
in the covenant was to be applied to infants. We may 
further observe, that all who were included in this cove- 
nant were by it constituted a visible church, separated 
from the rest of the world to be the people of God. 
That grand article of the covenant, ‘‘I will be a God 
‘to thee and thy seed,’’ implies, that they were to stand 
in a peculiar relation to God, as his church; who were 
to be subject to peculiar laws and ordinances, by observ- 
ing which, they declared on their part, That they were 
his People. This promise contains also the sum of new 
covenant blessings. The promises and ordinances did 
appertain only to the church; of which all who had an 
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interest in the covenant were members. Infants, there- 
fore, being expressly included in the covenant, were 
always looked upon as of the people of God; and were 
to receive the distinguishing token of a covenant dedi- 
cation to him. 

Nor was this covenant, with its ordinances and priv- 
ileges, ever limited to Abraham, and his natural poster- 
ity ; and particularly that article which takes the infant 
seed into the church with the parents, was not any pecu- 
liar privilege of the native Hebrews: nor was circum- 
cision appointed as the token of a peculiar interest in 
those temporal blessings, which were granted exclusively 
to the natural seed of Abraham, as some would pretend. 
For it appears that by the express direction of God some 
were to have the token of the covenant and of church 
membership for themselves and their children, who were 
neither the natural descendants of Abraham, nor were 
with them to inherit the land of Canaan. When cir- 
cumcision was first instituted, not only Abraham, with 
his son Ishmael, but all the males of his family were or- 
dered to have this token of admission into the visible 
church. And it was a standing rule, that bought ser- 
vants, and children born in the house, should be cir- 
cumcised. And the Old Testament church did receive 
proselytes from the Gentiles; and this token of their 
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interest in the covenant of Abraham was accordingly 
administered to them and their children; who were 
thereupon subjects.of church ordinances and privileges. 
But this their interest in the covenant of Abraham gave 
them no right of inheritance with the native Israelites 
in the land of Canaan. Which I think is a clear proof, 
that the covenant with Abraham, to which circumcision 
was annexed, was not any mere national covenant, con- 
veying peculiar temporal privileges to him and his pos- 
terity, but it could be no other than God’s new and 
gracious covenant; by the revelation of which, those 
who professedly consented to it, with their children, 
were constituted his visible church and people, and 
were the regular subjects of the ordinances appertaining 
to its outward administration. 

The Abrahamic covenant, we see, did comprehend 
both parents and their infant children, constituting them 
members of the visible church. And not only the na- 
tural children of Abraham, but many among the Gen- 
tiles, upon their becoming proselytes, professing the 
faith and religion of the church, they and their infant 
children had an interest in the covenant of Abraham, 
and were to be received into the visible church by the 
initiating rite. They were adopted into the family of 
Abraham, and, ‘‘the blessing of Abraham came upon 
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‘*the Gentiles,’’ and he was ‘‘ made the father of many 
“‘nations,’’ long before the gospel dispensation took 
place, and before the dissolution of the national hier- 
archy of the Jews, which was a middle wall of partition 
between them and the Gentiles. Even before this wall 
was taken away, there was a door left open in it, to re- 
ceive all of every nation, who would join themselves to 
the God of Abraham, and take hold of his covenant. 

The church having been constituted, according to the 
covenant with Abraham, it must be allowed, that during 
its continuance, the children are as evidently in cove- 
nant, and of the church, and subjects of the initiating 
ordinance, as any others. If then it shall appear, that 
this covenant stands now in force, and that the gospel 
church is in and under it, and enjoys all its privileges 
without any abridgement; the right of infants to church 
membership will stand upon the same firm basis that it 
did under the Old Testament. 

But our opponents deny, ‘‘ that baptism comes in the 
‘room of circumcision.’’ And if we should suppose 
with them, that it does not, it would be no proof but 
that the covenant itself may remain, though the out- 
ward token be laid aside, as it is certain that the same 
covenant for substance had been revealed to, and ad- 
ministered in the church, long before circumcision was 
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instituted. And if the covenant remain, infants are 
still fit to be church members, and consequently are the 
subjects of baptism. But, indeed, it is no better than 
wrangling, to deny that baptism comes in the room of 
circumcision: what we mean by the assertion is, that 
circumcision being abrogated under the gospel dispensa- 
tion, baptism was instituted to be an outward token of 
an interest in the new covenant, the sacramental rite 
of admission into the visible church, the sign and badge 
of membership, even as circumcision had been to the 
fathers; and in a word, that it answers the like pur- 
poses in the gospel church, and is of like mystical and 
spiritual significancy, as circumcision was under the 
former dispensation. And this I should think our ad- 
versaries can scarcely deny. 

Indeed, as circumcision was afterwards annexed to the 
Horeb covenant, and so became an ordinance of the 
national church, and worldly sanctuary of the Jews, 
binding the subjects to the observance of the whole of 
the Mosaic law, in this relation and respect, it must of 
course have ceased with the other Jewish ordinances, 
when that old covenant was abrogated.—And if our op- 
ponents only mean to deny, that baptism comes in the 
room of circumcision, considered as a Mosaic ordinance, 
we shall not contend with them. But it should be re- 
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membered, that circumcision had been appointed as a 
token of the Abrahamic covenant, long before the Ho- 
reb covenant and national constitution of the church had 
a being. And I shall shew, that the Abrahamic cove- 
nant was the very same that the gospel church is now 
under; and that it never was annulled. 

It is objected, ‘* That the Apostle has declared, that 
‘the covenant, which was the foundation of the Jewish 
‘«church, of which infants were members, is waxed old, 
‘and vanished away,’’ Heb. viii. 8, 9. Il answer, The 
covenant which the Apostle says was ready to vanish, 
was that which God made with the fathers, in the day 
that he took them by the hand, to lead them out of 
Egypt; that is, the covenant at Horeb. But that cov- 
enant, which is the foundation of infant church mem- 
bership, had been revealed to Abraham hundreds of 
years before; and the Apostle does not say, that this 
had waxed old, or was annulled; but the contrary. In- 
fants were indeed members of the national hierarchy of 
the Jews, which is abolished. But they had been church 
members long before this national church was formed, 
nor was the foundation of their membership shaken, 
when that dispensation was taken away. 

Let it then be considered, that the covenant of Abra- 
ham, containing a charter of privileges for the church, 
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and the right of membership for infant children, being 
an undoubted privilege granted in this covenant ; it must 
be presumptuous and injurious for any to deny that this 
covenant stands in force, or to pretend that infants are 
now cut off from this right and privilege, unless they 
can prove, that God has taken away this covenant, or at 
least has cancelled that article, which is the foundation 
of infant church membership. But there is no intima- 
tion in the scriptures that this covenant is annulled, or 
that infants are cut off from their interest in it. The 
old covenant which the Apostle says was vanishing, was 
the covenant made with the Israelites, when God led 
them out of Egypt. But of the abolishing that cove- 
nant which constitutes infants, church members, there 
is nothing to be found in the whole Bible. And, till it 
can be proved to be abolished, it must be considered 
and held as valid as ever. 

The Apostles are so far from teaching, that Christ 
has annulled God’s gracious covenant with the fathers, 
or taken away any of the privileges therein granted to 
them or their children, that Paul asserts the contrary, in 
Rom. xv. 8, ‘* Jesus Christ was a minister of the circum- 
‘¢cision, for the truth of God, to confirm the promises 
‘«made to the fathers.’’ These promises are summarily 
contained in the covenant with Abraham, that the Lord 
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would be a God to him and his seed ; that he should be 
a father of many nations; and that all the nations of the 
earth should be blessed in him. These promises are all 
confirmed by Christ. Abraham is the patriarch of the 
church. He is constituted the father of all them that 
believe; of all the people of God, of every nation ; who 
are adopted into his family. Even the Gentiles, who 
were not his natural descendants, are received into the 
number, and entitled to the privileges of his children. 
He is made the father of more nations, than are derived 
from his blood. All the nations of the earth derive 
blessings from him, and hold their church privileges un- 
der him, as his children and heirs. The covenant with 
Abraham has, indeed, been accomplished more emi- 
nently since Christ confirmed it, than ever before. His 
family has been larger, and he has been made a father of 
more nations than ever. ‘This article of the covenant, 
which receives the children with the parents into the 
church, is confirmed, as well as the rest. It would be 
most unreasonable to think otherwise, when the scrip- 
tures never hint that this article is rescinded. —And we 
have, besides, good evidence that the christian church 
has not lost this privilege, but their children are still chil- 
dren of the covenant, to greater advantage than ever. 
The Apostle tells us again, ‘‘ That the covenant with 
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‘¢ Abraham was confirmed of God in Christ, and that 
‘“‘the law which was four hundred and thirty years 
‘¢after, could not disannul it,’’ Gal. ili. 17. And will 
any yet insinuate, that Christ has annulled this covenant, 
which God confirmed in him? This would overthrow 
the Apostle’s argument; who confutes the errror of the 
Judaizing teachers about justification, by the stability of 
the Abrahamic covenant; which would be apne 
if that covenant was not in force. 

Indeed, the third chapter to the Galatians, and fourth 
to the Romans are a proof, that the covenant with 
Abraham abides in force, under the gospel dispensation, 
and that the Gentile believers, with their children, have 
an interest in it which can never be evaded. The 
Apostle says, that ‘* They who are of faith, are the 
‘‘children of Abraham, and are blessed with faithful 
‘« Abraham.’’** And being his adopted children, they 
are heirs. They inherit the blessings of his covenant ; 
and all those privileges of church membership, which 
were granted to Abraham and his seed, belong to be- 
lievers. And as it was one covenant privilege of the 
children of Abraham, to have their infant children taken 
into the covenant and church with them: this privilege 
is transmitted by the covenant, to all who are adopted 

*Gal. iii. 7, 9. 
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into the family of Abraham ; otherwise they are cut off 
from a part of that inheritance of church privileges 
which was entailed upon the children of Abraham. The 
Apostle adds, ‘‘ The blessing of Abraham is come upon 
‘the Gentiles, through Jesus Christ.’’** Which is, as 
if he had said, the blessings and privileges granted in 
the covenant with Abraham belong and are conveyed to 
the Gentile church. The very same privileges without 
any diminution, both for them and their children. ‘If 
‘« ye are Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs 
‘faccording to the promise.’’ + Whatever privileges 
were by the covenant and promise of God granted to 
the children and heirs of Abraham, whether for them- 
selves and their seed, the christian Gentiles are entitled 
to. For they are also declared to be the children and 
heirs of Abraham. To the same purpose the Apostle 
writes’ in the fourth chapter to the Romans, quoting 
those words of the covenant, ‘‘ I have made thee a father 
‘of many nations,’’ ¢ as a proof, that Gentile believers 
are the children of Abraham; and consequently are 
comprehended in the covenant and church, together 
with their offspring. 

Again, in Eph. iii. 6, we read, ‘‘ That the Gentiles 
‘‘are fellow-heirs, and of the same body, and partakers 

* Verse 14. } Gal. iii. 29. f Rom. iv. 16, 17. 
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‘‘of the promise in Christ, by the gospel.’’ That is, 
they are fellow-heirs with the Jews of the blessing and 
covenant of Abraham, they are admitted to that inheri- 
tance of spiritual privileges, which God’s covenant and 
promise conveyed to his descendants; they are of the 
same body the church, which was formed by this cove- 
nant; and partakers of the promise; that same promise 
of the covenant which had been the great privilege of 
the church all along, and was expressly to them and 
their children. 

But, let us once more hear what the scripture says. — 
When those, who were pricked in their hearts, on the 
day of Pentecost, said to Peter and the rest of the Apo- 
stles, ‘‘ Men and brethren, what shall we do? Peter 
‘<said unto them, Repent and be baptized every one of 
‘you, in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of 
‘«sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost. 
‘‘ For the promise is to you, and to your children, and 
‘‘to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our 
‘¢ God shall call,’’ Acts ii. 37, 38, 39. That it was the 
covenant with Abraham, that is here called the promise, 
will appear from the following considerations.—1. This 
covenant is commonly in the New Testament called 
the Promise, by way of distinction and eminency. See 
Rom. iv. 13, 14, ‘‘ For the promise, that he should be 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 125 


‘‘heir of the world, was not to Abraham or to his seed, 
**through the law, but through the righteousness of 
Scfarthy, For, if they which are of the law, be heirs, 
‘‘faith is made void, and the Promise of none effect. 
‘¢ Therefore it is of faith, that it might be by grace; 
‘*to the end that the Promise might be sure to all the 
‘seed, not to that only which is of the law, but to that 
‘also which is of the faith of Abraham, who is the 
“<father of us all.”’ Gal. iii. 17, &c. ‘‘ The covenant 
‘which was before confirmed of God in Christ, the law 
‘‘which was four hundred and thirty years after cannot 
“< disannul, that itshould make the promise of none effect. 
‘For if the inheritance be of the law, it is no more of 
<« Promise, but God gave it to Abraham by Promise. If 
«ve are Christ’s then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs 
“according to the Promise.’’ Once more. Gal. iv. 28, 
“« We, as Isaac, are children of the Promise.”’ 

In all these places, and in divers others, the covenant 
with Abraham is called the Promise; which shews that 
it was commonly so styled. 2. If we compare this text 
with Acts ili. 25, we shall find the promise there ex- 
plained, to mean the covenant with Abraham. For the 
Apostle, there addressing the Jews, to persuade them to 
repent and be converted, in like manner as he had done 
on the day of Pentecost, proposes the very same encour- 
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agement to them in these words: ‘‘ Ye are the children 
‘‘of the covenant which God made with our fathers, 
“saying unto Abraham, And in thy seed shall all the 
‘¢kindreds of the earth be blessed.’’ His telling them 
that ‘‘ they were the children of Abraham’s covenant,”’ 
is to the same purpose exactly, as if he had told them, 
that the Promise was to them and their children. For 
this covenant was undoubtedly to the parents and their 
infant children. And their being declared children 
of the covenant, signified that they were heirs to the 
privileges of the covenant. So that these texts are 
exactly parallel, and explain each other. The same 
Apostle, preaching to the same sort of hearers (that 
is, the Jews) proposes the same argument in different 
words, even their interest in the promise, or covenant 
with Abraham, in order to enforce the same exhorta- 
tion, viz. Repentance and conversion for the remission 
of sins. So that we cannot reasonably doubt, whether 
the promise here spoken of, be not the covenant with 
Abraham, if we will allow the Apostle to explain his 
own words. 3. What the Apostle here says of the 
promise, agrees exactly in every particular, with the 
Abrahamic covenant, which had all along included the 
posterity of Abraham and their infant children, together 
with the Gentiles that were afar off, even as many of 
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them, as the Lord did from time to time call into his 
church, and who, in obedience to his call, became pros- 
elytes, or Comers, as the word properly signifies. —All 
who, upon the divine call, came from afar to join them- 
selves to the Lord, and his people, were received, to- 
gether with their children, into the church and cove- 
nant by circumcision ; and the promise was to them and 
their children also, as has been observed. The covenant 
of Abraham did belong to all those who were in, and 
of the church. Peter’s hearers, with their children, be- 
ing actual members in the church, did not need a new 
call into the church, in order to their being the children 
of the covenant and promise. But, with the Gentiles 
who were afar off, and out of the church, the case was 
otherwise. They must first be called in, and become 
proselytes, before the promise would be to them and 
theirs. But so many as were thus called, and admitted 
into the family of Abraham, had an interest in the cov- 
enant and promise, as well as the Jews. Thus the case 
had stood all along according to the Abrahamic cove- 
nant; and thus the case stood upon the day of Pentecost, 
as Peter says. Which shews that it was this covenant 
that Peter had in his eye, when he said, ‘‘ The promise 
‘¢is to youand your children:’’ that his words are there- 
fore to be explained according to the tenor of the Abra- 
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hamic covenant. That this covenant, which is the 
foundation of infant church membership, was not then 
abolished: but stood in force: and I presume no one 
will say it has been abolished since. 

In this manner Peter’s hearers must have understood 
his words. They had been born and bred in that 
church and covenant, which included both parents and 
children. They knew that infants had always been ac- 
knowledged as church members, ever since a church 
had been formed in the world. The idea of a church 
which should not admit the children with the parents, 
would have been as new and strange to them, as a church 
that would not admit females, would be to us. A 
promise, or covenant, conveying privileges to them and 
their children, would be naturally understood by them 
in the same manner as those promises in the Old Testa- 
ment, which so often occur in the same form of expres- 
sion, had constantly been taken; and particularly the 
promise to Abraham, which was the most eminent and 
fundamental. They would as naturally conclude that 
their young children are immediately respected, as we 
should conclude ours to be in an instrument, conveying 
privileges to us and our heirs; and they would have no 
doubt, that a grant of privileges was here asserted to the 
children of those who were in the covenant and church, 
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more than to the children of heathens. Now as the 
words of the Apostle would carry this meaning most 
naturally and obviously to the understanding of his hear- 
ers, and as the same form of expression elsewhere is 
constantly to be thus understood, and no reason appears 
why it may not be taken here in the same sense: this 
must in all reason be received as the true interpretation. 
And if this promise belonged to the infant children of 
the inchurched and covenanted Jews, at the day of Pen- 
tecost, none will deny that it still belongs to the chil- 
dren of the Gentiles, who were afar off; even as many 
as it pleases the Lord to call into his gospel church. 

This promise Peter holds up to the Jews, as a warrant 
or reason why they should be baptized in the name of 
Christ. Repent and be baptized; for the promise is 
to you, &c. Now if their interest in the promise was 
a good reason why they should be baptized, as the 
Apostle asserts; then their children’s having an interest 
in the promise with them (as is also asserted) is as good 
a reason for their being baptized; even as an interest in 
the covenant was a reason for circumcision to Abraham 
and his children. 

This text is then a substantial proof that the covenant 
of Abraham stood in force, after the gospel dispensation 
took place: since this appears to be that very promise 
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which Peter addresses to his hearers. And we see that 
that particular clause, which contains a grant of the 
privilege of church membership to the children of God’s 
people was not taken out, when ‘‘ Christ the minister of 
‘¢the circumcision confirmed by his death the promises | 
«<made to the fathers.’’ We then, and all others, whom 
God shall call into his church, together with our chil- 
dren, as the adopted children and heirs of Abraham, 
have an interest in the promise; are members of the 
gospel church; and the proper subjects of Christian 
baptism. 

Some say, ‘‘ that the Promise here spoken of, was not 
‘‘the covenant with Abraham, but the promise of the 
*‘pouring out of the Spirit, in Joel.’’ But how can 
this be when the Apostle says that the prophecy of Joel 
foretold those miraculous gifts of the Spirit, speaking 
with tongues, and prophesying, which appeared on the 
day of Pentecost? Are these gifts promised to, and 
conferred upon all, whom the Lord shall call? Be- 
sides, I have proved, that the promise here mentioned, 
was the covenant with Abraham; and till the reasons 
adduced are shewn to be without weight, it is folly to 
set up an unproved assertion in opposition to them. 
But whatever the promise may be supposed to be, it be- 
longed to Peter’s hearers, and their children, as he says ; 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 131 


and he holds it up to them as a reason for their being 
baptized. It must therefore be a reason for the bap- 
tism of their children also. If the gift of the Holy 
Ghost was promised to them, it was to their children. 
And they were to be considered as subjects of baptism 
on account of the promise; not because the gifts of the 
Spirit were manifest in them, but in order to their re- 
ceiving the gift of the Holy Ghost. For it is to be 
observed, that the gift of the Holy Ghost is proposed as 
the consequence, and not the pre-requisite of baptism. 
‘<< Be baptized, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy 
‘* Ghost.”’ 

But to give this plea the greatest advantage, let us 
suppose that the pouring out of the Spirit in his ordi- 
nary sanctifying influences is the matter of that promise 
in Joel, though Peter explains it otherwise: and that 
this is the promise, which he, in this text proposes to 
his hearers, as respecting them and their children, 
though we have seen him explain himself otherwise. — 
Our argument from these words, would yet stand good. 
For the promise of the sanctifying Spirit being included 
in the blessing, we may hence infer, that they to whom 
this promise belongs, are interested in the covenant and 
blessing of Abraham, and may properly be recognized 
as of the church and people of God. 
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It is further said, ‘‘That the children to whom the 
“promise belongs, are not infants, but adults—the pos- 
“«terity of the Jews.’’ But though adults are the chil- 
dren of their parents, yet infants too are doubtless 
children. What warrant then have any to deny that 
they have an interest in that promise, which is to the 
children indefinitely, without any exception of infants? 

But the evasion which is most insisted on, is, ‘‘ That 
“‘the promise is restrained to those only whom the 
‘<Lord shall call: and infants give no evidence of their 
‘‘being called.’’ But this will not bear examination. 
I have already shewn, that this promise was the cove- 
nant with Abraham, and is therefore to be explained 
according to the tenor of that covenant, which included 
him and his children, and so many of the Gentiles as 
God should from time to time call into his church. The 
calling of Abraham was a sufficient call to all his pos- 
terity, to give them a visible interest in the covenant, 
and standing in the church, till they forfeited and were 
cut off from this privilege. The restraining clause, 
therefore, only respected those who were not yet called 
into the church of God, and not those Jews and their 
children who were then actual members and children of 
the covenant. Repentance and baptism in the name of 
Christ, were required to prevent their being cut off from 
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the covenant and family of Abraham; but the promise 
was then to them and their children. There is a plain 
reason why the promise should respect only so many of 
those who are without, as the Lord should call into his 
church. But how absurdly would the Apostle speak, 
according to the interpretation which the Antipedobap- 
tists put upon his words.—‘‘ The promise is to you and 
‘your children. But neither you nor your children, 
‘appear at present to have any interest in it; and no 
“one knows, that they ever will have. You are not to 
‘‘imagine that either you or your children are entitled 
“to any privilege by it, more than belongs to every 
‘¢man and child in the world. All that I mean is, that 
“<the promise will belong to those who shall be called. 
‘<Tf this should prove to be the case with any of you, 
‘Cor of your children, or any other person, then, and 
‘<not till then, the promise will be to you and them.”’ 
If this be all that is intended, it had been much more 
plainly expressed by only saying, ‘‘ The promise will 
“‘be to those whom the Lord shall call.’’ To what 
purpose is all this flourish of words, without meaning? 
What end can this particular mention of them, and their 
children, as interested in the promise, serve, unless to 
persuade them, that some special privilege belonged to 
them, while there was nothing at all in it? It is either 
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insignificant or fallacious; and would convey to the 
understanding of the hearers either no meaning, or a 
false one. 

Suppose it were declared, that all the privileges con- 
tained in our frame of government belonged to the na- 
tive subjects and their children, and also to foreigners, 
even as many as the government should naturalize: and 
some one pretending to give the sense of this declara- 
tion should contend, that according to it, neither the 
native subjects, nor their children, had a right to any 
of these privileges, unless they should be first naturalized 
by an act of the government; would he not be thought 
ridiculously absurd? ‘The adversaries of infant church 
membership are equally absurd and unreasonable, in 
their way of explaining the Apostle’s words. 

The argument from this text we have so long been 
considering, cannot be evaded. And we may further 
add, that since it is on all hands allowed to have been 
a great privilege of the Jewish infants, that they were 
in the covenant and church of God; if the infants of 
Christians are left out of the church, as some teach, then 
the gospel church is deprived of an important privilege, 
which the Jewish church enjoyed: and its constitution 
is less favourable to infants. But can we believe, that 
the gospel dispensation has diminished the privileges of 
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the church in any instance; or that it has put any class 
of mankind, whether infants or adults, in a more disad- 
vantageous state than before; depriving them, without 
any fault of theirs, of their standing in the church of 
God, which is acknowledged to have been an important 
privilege? This ought not to be supposed, unless clear 
and positive proof of it could be produced. But no 
such proof has been or can be found. Wherefore, to 
bring this argument to a point: the privilege of church 
membership has certainly been granted to the infant 
children of God’s professing people ; which grant stands 
in force till it is revoked. Our opponents have often 
been called upon to produce an authentic act of revoca- 
tion, and the demand is reasonable. This they cannot 
do. On the contrary, we demonstrate, that this grant 
has not been revoked, but is renewed, confirmed, and 
ratified in the gospel. 

As a proper appendix to what has thus far been dis- 
coursed of the interest ef infants in the visible church 
covenant, I shall just mention that common argument 
from baptism succeeding in the room of circumcision ; 
but shall not enlarge upon it. As infants were the sub- 
jects of circumcision, and were recognized and marked 
as the people of God by this rite, the conclusion is very 
natural and reasonable, that if baptism comes in the 
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place of circumcision, as the token of admission into the 
church, infants are the proper subjects of this ordinance ; 
unless God has declared to the contrary, which can never 
be made to appear. It is indeed denied by our opponents, 
that baptism does come in the place of circumcision. 
But I cannot find that they have explained themselves 
distinctly, how far, and in what respect, they mean to 
deny it. I own that baptism does not answer all the 
same purposes under the gospel dispensation that circum- 
cision did under the Mosaic. It does not introduce 
the subjects into a national church, and worldly sanc- 
tuary. It has not a typical respect to the Saviour to 
come. It is not a yoke of bondage, obliging to the 
observance of the carnal ordinances of the law of Moses. 
And our opponents, if they will be ingenuous and rea- 
sonable, must allow that baptism does, in many respects, 
come in the place of circumcision. It answers similar 
ends in the gospel church; and is of the same general 
signification ; and is to be applied to the same subjects ; 
and has even the same name given to it; and upon the 
institution of baptism, as an ordinance, of standing and 
universal obligation, circumcision was no longer the 
token of admission into the visible church, as it had 
been before. And this is all we mean, when we assert, 
that baptism succeeds to circumcision. 
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As circumcision was the outward token of the cove- 
nant, and of admission into the church ; so baptism is the 
outward token of church membership, and of an interest 
in the new covenant; which I have proved, is substan- 
tially the same with that of Abraham, to which circum- 
cision was annexed. They are both the appointed out- 
ward sign and badge of the people of God. As cir- 
cumcision was a seal of the righteousness of faith to 
Abraham, so is baptism to Christians. 

Again, circumcision and baptism though different in 
external rites, are alike in their spiritual signification. 
They both pointed out our native corruption, and need 
of purification, by an inward and spiritual renovation. 
They both signified cleansing from the guilt and defile- 
ment of sin by the blood of Christ, an admission into 
the church, a dedication to God, an obligation to walk 
in his commandments and ordinances, and a right to 
covenant privileges. 

It is further to be observed, that the Apostle calls 
Christians the Circumcision, under the gospel; which 
was the common appellation of those who had, under 
the former dispensation, received the token of induction 
into the church. A sufficient intimation that the one 
takes the place of the other. 

Accordingly, circumcision ceased to be longer the 
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token of church membership, after Christ sent out his 
Apostles to preach and baptize in his name, when bap- 
tism was made the standing rite of admission into the 
gospel church. 

For these reasons, we cannot but consider baptism as 
taking that place in the gospel ceconomy, in which cir- 
cumcision stood under the old dispensation ; though we 
readily allow that each of these ordinances had some 
peculiar ends and significations, suited to the different 
states of the church, in which they were respectively in 
force; in respect of which peculiarities, they may not 
properly be parallel. And hence we argue, that since 
circumcision and baptism are manifestly similar in their 
main ends, uses, and significancies ; infants are as proper 
subjects of baptism, as they were of circumcision; and 
that the divine order for administering the one ordinance 
to them, warrants our administering that other ordi- 
nance that comes initsroom. And the argument is not 
only popular, but of real weight; though I do not lay 
the greatest stress upon it. 

It is objected, ‘‘That the outward rites are very 
‘‘unlike.’’ But I can see no weight in this. The 
different states of the church under the Old and New 
Testament might require this difference of outward ad- 
ministration respecting the initiating rite. 
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It is further objected, ‘‘ That the subjects of baptism 
‘‘and circumcision were different. Circumcision was 
“‘to be administered only to males, baptism to both 
*«sexes.’’ I answer, The circumcision of the males was 
the appointed token of church membership to the peo- 
ple of God of both sexes. The females were accounted 
of the circumcision; and were admitted to the holy 
ordinances which were interdicted to the uncircumcised 
and unclean. 

It is objected again, ‘* That baptism was in use and 
‘force before circumcision was abolished.’’ I answer, 
Though baptism was administered by John, and the 
disciples of Christ, a short time before circumcision was 
abolished, yet this no more proves that the former suc- 
ceeds not in the room of the latter, than Solomon’s 
reigning with his father a short time, is a proof that he 
did not succeed and reign in his stead. But though 
baptism was in use before, it was not fully established as 
the rite of induction into the church, till the mission of 
the Apostles; after which, circumcision was no longer 
required for that purpose, as it had been before; though 
for other reasons it continued in use among the believing 
Jews some years longer. 

It is further inquired, ‘‘ What need there was that 
‘those who had been circumcised should be baptized, 
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“<‘if they are both ordinances of the same use and sig- 
‘‘nificancy?’’ I answer, It was the will of Christ, that 
all his disciples should receive the new token and badge 
of church membership, although they had been ad- 
mitted members of the Old Testament church. And > 
such as would not recognize themselves as his disciples, 
were to be rejected, and unchurched, and be as branches 
broken off by their unbelief. Their circumcision be- 
came uncircumcision, and the token of their being the 
people of God became null and void. 

To these scriptural arguments in favour of infant 
church membership, I shall add another consideration, 
which seems to me to have great weight. 

The Jews certainly knew that their infants had an 
interest in the covenant of Abraham, and had always 
been acknowledged, received, and recognized by cir- 
cumcision, as being of the church and people of God. 
If the Apostles had taught that infants were no longer 
to have an interest in God’s covenant, or be members 
of the church, or receive any token of their being the 
people of God; the doctrine must have been new, 
strange, very shocking and offensive to the Jews. They 
must certainly have taken notice of it, and been greatly 
displeased at it. They opposed the Apostles with all 
their might, and did all in their power to render them 
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odious, and set the people against them and their new 
doctrine. They were ready to take offence, and wanted 
neither wit nor will to lay hold of and exaggerate a 
plausible and popular objection. Such an objection they 
would have had, if the Apostles had denied that their 
children were to be church members any longer. They 
would not have borne such a doctrine, which declared 
all their children excommunicated and cut off from the 
church and people of the Lord, and to have no part in 
him; but would certainly have urged the objection with 
avehemence. And the Apostles must have seen, that it 
highly concerned them to answer the objection, and 
take up so dangerous a stumbling block, if their doc- 
trine had given so obvious and fair a handle to their 
enemies against them. But we have no hint in the 
New Testament, or any author, Jewish, Christian, or 
Heathen, that ever I could find or learn, that the Jews 
ever made any such objection to the Apostles, or their 
doctrine; or that the Apostles ever attempted either to 
obviate or silence it, or said one word about it: which 
is certainly a most violent presumption, and may al- 
most pass for plenary evidence, that the Apostles did 
not, by denying the right of church membership of 
infants, furnish an obnoxious occasion and ground for 


any such objection. 
Le 
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I shall mention but one argument more, grounded 
upon the History of Infant Baptism, and the practice 
of the church from the apostolic age, according to the 
testimony of the earliest writers. The fact, in short, is 
found to stand thus: 1. That the validity and lawfulness 
of infant baptism appears not to have ever been denied 
by any Christians till about the year 1130; and then 
only by one Peter de Bruisin France, with his followers, 
a small sect, which held withal, that no infants were 
saved, and divers other gross errors, as historians report. 
It soon dwindled to nothing. After which, there can- 
not be found a single instance, well vouched, of a per- 
son opposing infant baptism (except such as denied wa- 
ter baptism) till the Anabaptists sprang up in Germany 
about 250 years ago. ‘To this purpose we have the 
testimony of Doctor Wall, a learned, diligent and faith- 
ful writer on the subject, in his History of Infant Bap- 
tism. These are his words, ‘‘ For the first 4oo years 
‘‘ there appears only one man, Tertullian, that advised 
‘‘the delay of infant baptism in some cases, and one 
‘‘Gregory that did perhaps practise such delay in the 
‘case of his children; but no society so thinking, or so 
‘¢ practising, nor any one man saying that it was unlaw- 
‘¢ful to baptize infants. In the next 700 years, there is 
‘not so much as one man to be found, that either spoke 
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‘for, or practised such delay, but all the contrary. 
‘¢ And when about the year 1130, one sect among the 
‘‘ Waldenses declared against the baptizing of infants, 
‘‘as being incapable of salvation, the main body of that 
‘* people rejected their opinion; and they of them that 
‘‘held that opinion, quickly dwindled away, and dis- 
‘‘appeared ; there being no more heard of holding that 
‘<tenet, till the rising of the German Antipedobaptists, 
feiMathe yeat-P522. 7) othuseias. Dr. Wall, . Toxthis 
our opponents have hitherto found nothing to oppose, 
worthy of credit, except some testimonies to the prac- 
tice of baptizing adults; which are nothing to the pur- 
pose; since no one doubts that unbaptized adults, as 
well as infants, are the subjects of baptism. Or if any 
have been found speaking against the baptism of infants, 
they have appeared to be such as were against all water 
baptism. 

2. On the other hand, we have the express testimony 
of the learned Christian writers, who lived within one, 
two, and three hundred years of the Apostles, that infant 
baptism was not only then commonly practised in the 
church, but had been received and practised from the 
Apostles; and that none were known of, among all the 
numerous sects of Christians, pretending to deny it. 

The testimonies of the fathers to this purpose, are 
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commonly known by those who are moderately versed 
in this controversy. Justin Martyr, who wrote about 40 
years after the Apostles, mentions expressly some aged 
Christians, who were made disciples in, or from their 
infancy. And though he mentions not their infant bap- 
tism, his words fairly imply it. For if they were made 
disciples in infancy, they were doubtléss the subjects of 
baptism. Irenzeus, who is said to have been born in 
the apostolic age, mentions the baptism of infants. He 
calls it, indeed, their regeneration ;—-but so baptism was 
commonly termed by the ancient fathers, as all who are 
versed in their writings know and acknowledge. Ter- 
tullian, who lived within 100 years of the Apostles, 
speaks of the baptizing of infants as a practice of the 
church; but advises to the delay of it, except in cases 
of necessity ; though he has nothing to say against the 
validity and lawfulness of it. He advises also the delay 
of baptism to adults, till they are married, or confirmed 
in continency. Though he was singular and whimsical 
in his opinion, yet he may well be admitted as a credible 
witness that infant baptism was a common practice in 
the church at that time. And this is all the use we mean 
to make of any of the testimonies we shall produce. 
Origen, who also lived within 100 years after the 
Apostles, and was one of the most learned and knowing 
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men of the age, declares, that infants are, by the usage 
of the church, baptized. And that an order for the 
baptizing infants, had been delivered to the church, 
from the Apostles, who knew that the pollution of sin 
1s in all. 

Cyprian, who lived but little more than 100 years 
after the Apostles, gives as full a testimony as possible 
to the practice of infant baptism at the time he lived. 
At a council of 66 ministers, held about 150 years after 
the Apostles, it was debated, whether it would not be 
proper to delay the baptizing of infants, till the eighth 
day, according to the law of circumcision. [Note, ‘it 
appears they considered baptism as coming in the room 
of circumcision.] They were unanimously of opinion, 
that there was no reason for any such delay. 


WE are now to consider the objections. 

And the first is, ‘‘ that there is no command in scrip- 
‘‘ture for baptizing infants, nor can it be proved, that 
‘the Apostles baptized any such. We have express 
“‘accounts of the baptism of men and women ; but that 
‘‘infants were, or ought to be admitted as subjects of 
‘¢this ordinance, the scripture saith not. How can this 
‘¢be a divine ordinance, when there is neither precept 
‘‘nor precedent for it ?”’ 
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I answer, If it any way appears from the scripture, 
that infants are subjects of baptism, it matters not whe- 
ther this doctrine be grounded on an express precept or 
example, or whether it be taught in some other way. 
Is it not presumption for us to say, that we will not be- 
lieve this to be the mind of Christ, unless he has revealed 
it in the particular way that we may pitch upon? The 
question should be, whether we can find, or gather from 
the scriptures any sufficient evidence, that infants are 
to be baptized. If the reasons on which our doctrine 
and practice is grounded, be good and conclusive, we 
ought to acquiesce in them. It never can be proved, 
either by scripture or reason, that consequential evidence 
is insufficient to determine our judgment and practice, 
in matters of religion; or that every part of God’s 
revealed will is delivered in express propositions. 

Since the scriptures plainly acknowledge and assert 
the right of membership of infants in the gospel church, 
that they are of the number of Christ’s disciples, that 
they are holy, and have an interest in God’s gracious 
covenant ; and since it is owned by all, that, according 
to the order and rule of the gospel, all those who are 
disciples, holy, and in the covenant, are the proper 
subjects of baptism: the consequence is clear, that 
infants are to be baptized. And this is equivalent 
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to an express order for it. It is as plain and valid a 
warrant, though it be consequential, as an express order 
would be. 

We have also such precedents in favour of our prac- 
tice, as, though they may be caviled at, must, I think, 
be of great weight with every unbiased man ; precedents 
which seem to render it morally certain, that infant bap- 
tism was practised by the Apostles. Three whole fami- 
lies we read of, who were baptized. If there were any 
children under the age of discretion, in any of these 
families, they were certainly admitted. Now, though it 
be not said whether there were any such children, yet it 
can scarce be doubted that there were, when the follow- 
ing circumstances are well considered. 1. If we should 
take three families among us, promiscuously, I suppose 
the probability would be, at least, fifty to one, that there 
would be young children insome of them. 2. It is not 
said, or intimated, that there were no such children in 
these families. But if it had been the case that there 
were no children in these houses, and if children ought 
not to be baptized, there was great reason and necessity 
that so important and uncommon a circumstance should 
be mentioned, to prevent a dangerous mistake, which 
these accounts, left as they stand, would naturally lead 
men into. For the baptism of these families would 
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naturally be considered as precedents for baptizing other 
families, in which there were infants. And as the con- 
stant and known practice of the church for thousands 
of years, and the declarations of Christ and his Apostles, 
were in favour of infant church membership; how 
reasonable must it needs appear to practise household 
baptism, unless it were plainly testified and guarded 
against? In short, we have express precedents, or ex- 
amples, if not of infant baptism, yet of household bap- 
tism, infants not excepted; and that too upon the faith 
or profession of the head of the family. For it is to be 
carefully noted, that in these accounts it is not said, or 
intimated, that all in these families were baptized on a 
personal profession of faith; but only, that the head of 
the family believed, and thereupon was baptized with 
all the house. And upon the authority of these prece- 
dents of family baptism, in conjunction with the other 
grounds which have been mentioned, we assert and 
claim the right of household baptism, on behalf of the 
families of believers, infants not excepted.. And we 
challenge those who will not admit them, to produce an 
authentic order or precedent for this their refusal. 

As the gospel, though it has changed the initiating 
sacrament, continues infants in the same standing in 
the church, which it was well known they had had all 
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along; it is nothing strange that we have not more ex- 
press orders and precedents touching infant baptism. 
What need of new precepts and examples to ascer- 
tain a point, which had in effect been long since settled ; 
which all understood, and all agreed in? But how in- 
finitely strange would it be, if infants, who had from the 
beginning been of the church, by the appointment of 
God, and the subjects of the initiating ordinance, should 
be cast out of the church, and cut off from the people of 
God, without any order or precedent for it in scripture ? 
And yet this we must believe, if we deny their right to 
church membership and baptism. For certainly there 
is neither order nor precedent for excluding them from 
the church, or from the initiating rite. 

If the Apostles had refused to admit infants into the 
gospel church by baptism, we should, without all per- 
adventure, have had a plain order not to receive them. 
The case was such as must, in all reason, have required 
it. Such a great and important change in the constitu- 
tion of the church, as would cut off a great part of 
those who had always been acknowledged to be in the 
church and covenant of God, must have seemed strange 
to the Jewish converts; who would naturally have ex- 
pected that their children were still to be received with 
them, as heretofore; and would, accordingly, have 
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moved to have them baptized; as the ancient Jewish 
writers attest was commonly practised at the admission of 
proselytes. At least, they would have inquired, whether 
the gospel church admitted infants as well as adult be- 
lievers; which must have given occasion for a plain and 
express determination of the point, if so great and strik- 
ing an innovation was to be established. And it would 
be of great necessity that such a decree should be pro- 
mulgated and recorded, as a standing rule or canon, to 
be observed by all the churches. But nothing like this 
appears in any writings, sacred or profane. We may 
therefore retort the argument upon our adversaries thus: 
since infants had always been received as church mem- 
bers, by the initiating rite, they who refuse still to re- 
ceive them, ought to be able to produce plain orders or 
precedents for this their refusal: which since they can- 
not do, we conclude that the right of church member- 
ship still belongs to them, and that they are subjects of 
baptism. 

There was not that occasion for an express mention of 
the baptism of infants, as of women; for as women had 
hitherto been admitted to the privileges of church mem- 
bership, without being circumcised, it might well be 
doubted, whether baptism, the sacrament of admission 
into the gospel church, was to be administered to fe- 
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males. To remove this scruple, we have express prece- 
dents of female baptism; shewing that persons of either 
sex are alike proper subjects of this ordinance. But there 
was no room to doubt, whether the token of church mem- 
bership were to be applied to infants; nor had it ever 
been called in question.—And yet the New Testament 
furnishes clear proofs that they are members of the gospel 
church; and express precedents of household baptism, 
without exception of infants; as has been shown; nor 
is there any thing of weight to be urged against it. 

If, after all that has been said, the want of more ex- 
press orders or precedents for infant baptism stick as a 
scruple in the minds of any, let the following consider- 
ations be added to what has been said. 1. Is it not as 
strange, and more so, that we have but one express ex- 
ample of infant circumcision, in all the Old Testament, 
and not one among the Israelites? And yet, no doubt, 
it was practised every day. Is it not strange, that there 
is neither express precept nor example, in the New Tes- 
tament of women’s coming to the Lord’s supper? And 
yet, no doubt, they did so commonly. Jesus, it seems, 
baptized more disciples than John, Johniv. 1. Is it not 
strange that none of the writers of the New Testament, 
except John, give the least hint that he baptized at all, 
though John’s baptizing is often mentioned by almost 


182 CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 


all of them? These instances may shew, how little 
such a negative argument is to be depended on in the 
present case. 2. Is it not a manifest sign of prejudice, 
and an unfair mind, to think there is no sufficient war-' 
rant for infant baptism, unless there be express orders or 
precedents for it; and yet refuse to receive infants into 
the church, though there be neither precept nor prece- 
dent to warrant or justify our refusing them that privi- 
lege, with which they were invested by God, and held 
it without dispute thousands of years? Is not this to 
strain at a gnat, and swallow a camel? 3. Does it be- 
come us to disregard, and refuse to admit such evidence 
as must be acknowledged to be of weight, and stand cav- 
iling, that the case might have been made plainer? I 
grant it might, if God had pleased. And so might many 
other truths, which yet we have sufficient reason to be- 
lieve. Our opponents must own, that if infant baptism 
be contrary to the mind of Christ, this would have been 
much plainer, had there been an express order against 
it; and much dispute and trouble would have been 
prevented. The case is left just as plain as Christ has 
thought fit it should be. And it belongs not to us to 
object, that the evidence is not such as we should like 
best ; but to inquire seriously, humbly, and prayerfully, 
what is truth; and thankfully to close with it, upon 
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any good evidence of it that we can find. 4. Let me 
ask the objector, What he would have? What proof 
would satisfy him? Would it give satisfaction, if the 
order had run thus: ‘‘Go teach all nations, baptizing 
‘‘them, and their children?’’ You could as easily and 
fairly evade this, as you do the express proofs we bring 
of infant church membership. Christ says expressly, 
that the kingdom of heaven is, or consists of little chil- 
dren ; and it is not denied, that the kingdom of heaven 
is the church ; yet we are told, that these little children, 
which are of the church, are not infants, but adults, 
resembling little children in humility. The Apostle 
says expressly, that the children of believers are Holy. 
A character never once given in scripture to any but 
church members: yet this avails nothing. A new sense, 
unknown in the scriptures, is invented, and put upon 
the word, though it makes nonsense of the text. We 
bring express scripture to prove, that the promise is to 
the children as well as the parents; that believers are 
accounted the children and heirs of Abraham, accord- 
ing to the promise; and that his blessing is come upon 
the Gentiles: and the right of church membership for 
his natural posterity, was certainly one article of this 
blessing. Yet our opponents go on against all this evi- 
dence, upon no better foundation than their own arbi- 
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trary conjectures and hypothesis. While men are in 
this humour, what confidence can we have, that, if there 
had been an express order for infant baptism, they would 
not set their inventions to work to explain it away? 
And we might be told, that the children to be baptized 
are such as are capable of professing faith; or that they 
are such as resemble infants in humility; or that they are 
spiritual children, who imitate the faith of the first con- 
verts; or that they are to be baptized after they have 
been first taught, and have given evidence of their effec- 
tual calling, &c. In short, a fair and honest mind will 
embrace the truth upon any sufficient proof, whether 
direct or consequential. But when the integrity of the 
mind is corrupted and distorted, by prejudices, and 
fondness for particular schemes, the light that is in men 
becomes darkness ; and ways will be found to ward off 
conviction, for the most part, by any arguments what- 
ever. I have considered this objection the more largely, 
because, though it has really no weight in it, yet it is 
apt enough to amuse and puzzle weak and simple minds, 
and to breed scruples, which sometimes prove very 
troublesome and hurtful. 

It is said by some, ‘‘ That it is not being in the cove- 
‘‘nant, or church, that gives a right to baptism; but a 
*¢ divine order to that purpose.’’ 
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But to what purpose is this said, except to raise a 
dust, and keep up a fruitless altercation? You acknow- 
ledge that it is according to the order and rule of the 
gospel, that all those be received as the subjects of bap- 
tism, who have visibly an interest in the covenant and 
appear to be such as are to be received into the gospel 
church. Whether, therefore, their being visibly in 
covenant or of the church gives them the right to bap- 
tism or not; yet, by your own acknowledgment it 
proves, or evidences an unquestionable right thereto. 
The allegation in the objection is, indeed, most unrea- 
sonable: but if we should admit it, for argument sake, 
the right of church membership of infants being proved, 
their right to baptism is undeniable, as long as it is 
allowed that all such are the proper subjects of baptism. 

Another principal objection is, that ‘‘according to 
‘‘the gospel order, faith and repentance, or at least a 
‘<credible profession thereof, are required of all previ- 
‘ously or in order to their being baptized. The Apo- 
‘<stles were first to teach those whom they baptized, 
‘« Matt. xxviii. 19. Christ puts believing before bap- 
‘<tism, when he says, He that believeth, and is bap- 
‘¢ tized, shall be saved,’’ Mark xvi. 16. And Peter 
‘¢says to the Jews, who being pricked in their hearts, 
‘‘asked, what they should do; ‘‘ Repent and be bap- 
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“‘tized,’’ Acts ii. 38. And when the eunuch moved, 
‘“‘that he might be baptized, Philip said to him, ‘If 
“<thou believest with all thy heart, thou mayest,’’ Acts 
“‘viii. 37. We read also of several, who, agreeably to 
‘this rule, were baptized, professing their faith and re- 
“‘pentance. If repentance and faith are the necessary 
‘“‘conditions of baptism, infants cannot be admitted: 
‘‘for they make no profession, and give no evidence of 
‘<these qualifications.’”’ 

Answer. To shew that this objection is without any 
weight, we need only open our Bibles, and read the 
several texts that are brought to support it. Let us take 
them in their order. 

The first is Matt. xxviii. 19. I have before observed, 
that the proper significance of the Greek is, ‘‘ Go make 
‘¢all nations disciples (or proselytes) baptizing them— 
‘*teaching them,’’ &c. as our opponents grant: and 
this is a good warrant for the baptism of infants, as well 
as the parents; and they are therefore to be admitted 
by the same outward rite. And to say that infants can 
no otherwise become disciples than by being taught, is 
no better than a mean begging of the very point to be 
proved. Whenever the Apostles made a disciple of the 
parent, the right and privilege of disciples was given to 
the children ; who were as such to be baptized, together 
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with the parents, according to the Apostles’ orders, to 
disciple and baptize all nations. 

And if we should understand the word here used as 
signifying to instruct or-indoctrinate, there would be no 
reason for any one to conclude, that infants may not be 
baptized till they are first taught.—No such thing is 
said, or in the least implied. Christ’s disciples are in- 
deed to be taught, as well as baptized; children as-well 
as adults; as far, and as soon as they are capable of it. 
But that they may not be baptized till after they have 
been first taught, there is not one word, nor iota in the 
whole paragraph. And to argue from the bare order of 
the words, that indoctrination is a necessary pre-requisite 
to baptism in all cases, is to build upon quick-sand 
indeed. For it is well known, that things are often 
mentioned in scripture, in a promiscuous or inverted 
order.—Nay, if the order of the words were any solid 
foundation to argue upon, we might, in this way, prove 
that it was the will of Christ, that the Apostles should 
make disciples, by first baptizing them, and then teach- 
ing them. For the instructions Christ gave them when 
he sent them forth, stand in this order; ‘‘Go disciple 
‘all nations, baptizing them—teaching them,’’ &c. 
But we lay no stress at all upon such precarious argu- 
ments. The truth is, some are to be taught before, and 
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in order to their being baptized. Others are by bap- 
tism to be introduced into the school of Christ, and put 
under the discipline of the church before, and in order 
to their being taught. Adults we grant, are to be first 
taught, and to make a profession of faith, in order to 
their being baptized; and that for two reasons. 1. They 
are immediately capable of it. 2. They have no visible 
right or meetness to be received as members of the 
church of Christ, till they profess their faith in him. 
And we may add, that it is not the will of Christ that 
any such should be taken into his school, without their 
free consent. On the contrary, there are two reasons 
why infants should by baptism be received into the 
church, without their being first taught, and professing 
their faith. 3. They are not at present capable of it. 
2. Their church membership and right to baptism is 
manifested without it from the scriptures; as has been 
shewn. And it is the will of Christ, that they be en- 
tered into his school immediately, previous to their 
actual consent. A profession of faith, does not more 
evidence the right of a believer to baptism, than his 
infant child’s right to the same is evidenced by the scrip- 
tures, which declare that, ‘‘of such is the kingdom of 
‘‘heaven, that the promise is to them, and that they 
‘‘are holy.’’ 
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This text then contains nothing against infant bap- 
tism, and I have elsewhere shewn, that it furnishes a 
good argument in favour of it. The next passage we 
have to consider is Mark xvi. 15, 16, ‘‘ Preach the 
‘gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is 
‘‘baptized, shall be saved; but he that believeth not 
‘shall be damned.’’ If this text does not contain so 
much in favour of infant baptism as the other, yet cer- 
tainly there is nothing against it. It is true faith and 
baptism are here required in order to salvation. But 
whether in order to salvation, faith be required before 
baptism in all cases, or in any case, is not said; nor can it 
be proved from this text; which only contains a promise 
of salvation to those who believe and are baptized. And 
I presume it will be allowed, that if any one should first 
be baptized, and afterwards should believe; this promise 
would belong to him, as really as if he had first believed, 
and then was baptized.—If any one should be baptized 
upon a hypocritical confession of faith, and afterwards 
should become a true believer, he would no doubt be 
saved ; nor would it be required of him that he be again 
baptized. And though we grant that a profession of faith 
is required of an unbaptized adult, in order to his being 
baptized; yet it is an abuse of scripture, to argue that 
infants are not to be baptized till they believe, because be- 
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lieving is mentioned before baptism in this place, which, 
by the acknowledgment of our opponents, ‘‘ Speaks 
only of those who are capable of attending to the 
preaching of the gospel, and of actual believing.’’ 
They do not apply to infants the damnatory sentence 
against unbelievers; and it is equally unreasonable, to 
urge their want of faith, as an objection to their being 
admitted to baptism.—lIn short, I can find nothing in 
these words, that makes the least difficulty in the matter ; 
unless we will be so ridiculously absurd as to imagine, 
that infants and adult believers cannot both be the sub- 
jects of baptism; or that the mention of the one alone, 
implies the denial of the other. 

In Acts ii. 38, Peter exhorts his hearers to repent and 
be baptized for the remission of sins. ‘Those whom he 
he thus exhorts are all adults. For no one preaches to 
young infants. It is also observable in these words 
that they were only required to repent in order to be 
baptized ; which is contrary to the opinion of those who 
renounce infant baptism. They say we must believe as 
well as repent. We grant that repentance is required 
of unbaptized adults, in order to their being baptized. 
But does he so much as hint, that infants are not to be 
admitted? No. But in the next words asserts, that the 
same promise which belonged to them, and which he 
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holds up as a warrant and encouragement to them, to 
repent and be baptized, did also belong to their children. 
But these words have been before considered. 

The same remark is to be made on the words of 
Philip to the Eunuch, ‘‘If thou believest with all thine 
‘<heart, thou mayest be baptized.’’ Any Pedobaptist, 
must, upon his own principles, have said the same, upon 
the like occasion. 

The examples of those who were baptized upon a pro- 
fession of faith, are sometimes brought as an objection 
against infant baptism. These, we grant, are a proof 
that believers are the subjects of baptism. We grant 
further, that they are no proof that infants are subjects. 
But it is strange it should ever be thought that these ex- 
amples make any thing against the baptism of infants. 
Cannot adult believers be admitted, unless infants be 
rejected? Is there not room enough in the church for 
both? A thousand instances of one sort, are no argu- 
ment against the admission of the other. The truth is, 
we have not many certain instances of adult baptism 
mentioned particularly in the New Testament. Several 
of these were persons of note, who had no children. Of 
others, it appears, that if there were children in their 
families, as is highly probable, they were baptized with 
them. And some that are confidently supposed to have 
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been adults, might a great part of them have been in- 
fants, for any thing that appears to the contrary; par- 
ticularly the three thousand added to the church on the 
day of Pentecost. But among all those, who are said 
to have been baptized upon a profession of faith, it is 
remarkable that we find not one that was born of Chris- 
tian parents, or was, on our principles, a fit subject of 
baptism in infancy. We have, in the New Testament, 
the history of the church for thirty years after Christ’s 
ascension, in all which there is not one instance that in 
the least countenances their practice, who are against 
the baptism of the children of believers, till they are of 
age to profess their faith. Wherein they differ from 
us, they have most certainly neither precept nor example 
in scripture to support them. 

Upon the whole, this objection, which has often been 
held up with so much parade, is like a vapour; which, 
beheld at a distance, may look as if there might be some- 
thing in it; but upon a nearer view, is found to be as 
light and unsubstantial as the air, while we endeavour to 
handle it, we can find nothing in it. 

It is objected by some, that ‘‘ Christ was baptized 
‘in adult age; and we ought herein to follow his ex- 
‘cample.’’ 

Answer. John’s baptism, with which Christ was bap- 
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tized, was not instituted till Christ was of adult age. 
How could it be expected that he should have the ordi- 
nance administered to him, before it was a divine ordi- 
nance? We might as well argue against infant circum- 
cision, because Abraham was circumcised in adult age. 
But Christ in his infancy was dedicated to God, and re- 
ceived into the number of his people, according to the 
ordinances then in use: which may serve as a precedent 
and pattern to Christians to dedicate their children to 
God in baptism, the rite of induction to the Christian 
Church. Christ’s baptism was the token of his solemn 
consecration to his public ministry ; signifying his anoint- 
ing with the Holy Ghost to the offices of prophet, priest, 
and king (and especially as the high priest of his church) 
which he was to execute, and was accordingly inaugu- 
rated at his entering on the public discharge of these his 
offices, when he was about thirty years of age. There 
were many peculiar circumstances attending Christ’s bap- 
tism, which are not imitable by us. 

As many people have mistaken the nature and end of 
Christ’s baptism, and have therefore thought it their 
duty to follow him by being baptized in adult age, for 
their sake, I shall also make the following remarks. 

1. The baptism with which Christ was baptized was 
not the Christian baptism, as it plainly appears from 
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Acts xix. 3, 4, 5. There we find the Apostles baptized 
some persons over again, who had been baptized by 
John; which they never would have done, if John’s 
baptism had been that of the Christian dispensation. 

2. We must observe, when Christ was baptized, he 
was just then about to enter into his priestly and minis- 
terial office, as the great high priest of his church; and 
as such he was typified by Aaron and his successors. 
Now God had positively commanded that Aaron should 
be admitted into his office by washing or baptism, see 
Exod. xxix. 4, &c. We also find that this was accord- 
ingly done, see Levit. vii. 6. Therefore when our 
blessed Lord was about to take this office upon him, he 
went to John to be baptized; and though John was sen- 
sible that he had more need to be baptized of Christ, and 
therefore seemed to draw back from the duty; yet Christ 
said (in allusion, no doubt, to the command for initia- 
ting the high priest by washing or baptism) ‘< Suffer it 
“to be so now, for thus it becometh us to fulfil all 
‘¢righteousness,’’ all that was typical of me as the high 
priest of the church. And ‘‘then he suffered him,’’ 
Matt. ili. 13, 14, 15. It is also very remarkable that 
Jesus Christ at that time, was about thirty years of age, 
under which the priests were not to enter on their office. 
Compare Levit. iv. 3 and Matt. iii. 23. 
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It is objected, ‘‘That infant baptism is a part of 
‘*popery, the basis of national churches, and worldly 
‘‘establishments ; that it unites the church and world, 
‘‘and keeps them together.’’ 

Answer. Infant baptism is grounded on the scrip- 
tures; and is commonly practised in those churches that 
are not, nor ever were subject to the Pope; therefore, it 
is not a part of Popery though practised as divers other 
ordinances are, in the Roman church. 

Infant baptism is not the basis of national churches, 
and worldly establishments. Infants were church mem- 
bers long before there was a national church in the 
world ; which was not till the Horeb covenant. That 
particular constitution of a church, and form of admini- 
stration, whereby it becomes national, has no connection 
with, or dependence upon infant baptism. A national 
church may as well be formed upon the principle of An- 
tipedobaptism as any other. If the church of England 
should renounce infant baptism, and yet remain in pres- 
ent constitution in other respects, it would still be, and 
might as well continue, a national church asever. ‘There 
may be a national church, though not one half of the 
nation are of it. And there would be no national 
church, though all the individuals of the nation were 
members of congregational churches. And as for 
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worldly establishments of religion, it is too plain to need 
insisting on, that infant baptism no way affects them. 
Infant baptism stands as well without, as with human 
establishments; and human establishments can stand as 
well without, as with infant baptism. 

Infant baptism does not unite the church and the 
world, and keep them together. If by the world we 
mean those that are not of the visible church; how can 
the baptizing of infants of church members unite the 
church with those that do not belong to it? If by the 
world be meant professed Christians, who are manifestly 
unmeet and unworthy of Christian communion, infant 
baptism neither unites the church, nor keeps it united 
with any such. It is owing to the neglect or abuse of 
discipline, when such remain united with the church. 
Or if any should mean by the world, visible Christians, 
who are secretly hypocritical ; it is not the will of Christ 
that the church should be separated from these, till their 
hypocrisy becomes manifest. Nor would the abolishing 
of infant baptism make such a separation. 

It is objected, ‘‘ That the answer of a good conscience 
‘¢is required in baptism, in order to its being of saving 
‘‘advantage, 1 Pet. iii. 21. And as infants are inca- 
‘‘pable of this, they are not subjects of baptism.’’ I 
answer, Though the answer or engagement of a good 
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conscience must be joined with the outward washing with 
water, when the subject is capable of it, yet this makes 
nothing against infant baptism. For if the answer of a 
good conscience be afterwards annexed to the sacra- 
mental washing received in infancy, such a baptism is as 
valid, and as available to salvation, as if the washing 
with water, and the answer of a good conscience, had 
been at the same time. And infants are by their bap- 
tism bound to the answer of a good conscience; which 
they are to recognize and perform, when they are capa- 
ble of it. Indeed this passage speaks plainly in our fa- 
vour. For the Apostle compares baptism to the ark of 
Noah, as being the figure or antitype of it, bearing a 
resemblance to it. Noah by faith prepared the ark, for 
the saving of himself and his house. As his children 
were received with him into the ark, so the children of 
believers have a right to the church, and are the subjects 
of baptism, together with their parents; which bears in 
this respect, the figure and resemblance of the ark. 

It is also objected, that, ‘‘if infants are to be mem- 
‘bers of the church, and subjects of baptism, they 
‘¢ought also to be admitted to partake of the Lord’s 
‘¢supper, which is an ordinance to which all the mem- 
‘bers of the Christians church have a right. And ac- 
‘¢ cordingly it was customary with the ancient Christians 
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‘‘who practised infant baptism, to administer the Lord’s 
“‘supper also to them. And they who disapprove the 
‘““communicating of infants, should, if they would be 
‘consistent, disallow the baptizing of them.’’ 

Answer. We grant that infants, as church members, 
have an external right to all the ordinances of the visible 
church, as far, and soon as they are actually capable of, 
and meet for them. As they are immediately capable 
and meet subjects of baptism, they are to be admitted 
thereto without delay. As soon as they are capable of 
receiving instruction from the word, they should be 
brought to give their attendance to it; and when they 
can so far understand the nature and design of the Lord’s 
supper, and have such a measure of knowledge and faith, 
that they can discern the Lord’s body, and examine 
themselves, and so eat of that bread, and drink of that 
cup; it is not only their right, but their duty, to do so, 
without delay. Though an infant may have a right to 
an estate, of which he is an heir, yet he is not admitted 
to possess, occupy, and improve it, till he is of capacity 
for it. And such is the nature and design of the Lord’s 
supper, that a right attendance on it, requires an actual 
capacity and present meetness for it; which infants have 
not. And it is this want and capacity of meetness, and 
not a want of right to church privileges, that is the 
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reason why we do not admit them. But this reason does 
not exclude them from baptism; of which they are as 
capable and meet subjects now, as they were of circum- 
cision formerly. They are capable of the sign, and the 
thing signified ; of coming under the obligations, and 
having the grace and privileges of the covenant secured 
and conveyed to them; of being solemnly dedicated to 
God; recognized and admitted, as his visible church and 
people. These things they are capable of in infancy. 
And to signify and effect these, is the design and use of 
baptism, as has been observed. 

It appears, I trust, that our opponents have no reason 
to say, as they are wont to do with great confidence, 
that there is nothing in the scriptures in favour of infant 
baptism, but they plainly declare against it. We have 
searched the scriptures, and find nothing at all contrary 
to infant baptism; and plain proofs that infants are the 
subjects of baptism. Whether this does not amount to 
a fair and full proof, let every one who has the reason of 
a man consider and judge. 

We learn also, the error of rebaptizing those, who 
have been baptized in their infancy. This practice can- 
not be justified either by precept or example, or any good 
reasons. Infant baptism administered by sprinkling, we 
have examined by the scriptures, and find it to be well 
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warranted. To renounce it therefore, and be baptized 
over again, is utterly wrong. And though we charitably 
believe that those who have gone into this practice, 
have done it conscientiously, yet their consciences were 
therein misguided, and they have entangled themselves 
by the wrong step they have taken, and given Satan an 
advantage against them. Having openly renounced 
communion with all Christians, but those of their own 
party, they too often appear to be exceedingly hardened 
against all means that can be used for convincing them 
of their error; and take it with great scorn and impa- 
tience, to have it suggested to them that perhaps they 
are ina mistake. And if any such suspicions should 
ever arise in their minds, yet what a strong temptation 
will they have to wink hard against the light, when it 
begins to enter into their minds, and to discover to them, 
what they cannot bear the thoughts of, that in the height 
of their confidence they have been wrong. It is very 
unhappy when Christians run themselves into such sad 
entanglements, and get their scruples and prejudices 
fixed and riveted. 
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Quest. I. H A T can be done to guard against 
Antinomianism ? 

Answ. 1. Let all the Preachers carefully read over 
Mr. Wesley’s and Mr. Fletcher’s tracts. 2. Let them 
frequently and explicitly preach the truth, but not in a 
controversial way. And let them take care to do it in 
love and gentleness: Not in bitterness, returning rail- 
ing for railing. 3. Answer all the objections of our 
people as occasion offers: But take care to do it ina 
Christian temper. 

Quest. 2. Wherein lies our danger of it? 

Answ. 1. With regard to man’s faithfulness, our Lord 
himself hath taught us to use the expression; therefore 
we ought never to be ashamed of it. We ought steadi- 
ly to assert upon his authority, that if a man is not 
faithful in the unrighteous mammon, God will not give 
him the true riches. 

2.. With regard to working for life, which our Lord 
expressly commands us to do. Labour, (épyaeoGe) lit- 
erally, work for the meat that endureth to everlasting life. 
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And in fact every believer till he comes to glory, works 
for, as well as from life. 

3. We have received it as a maxim, that ‘‘ A man is 
to do nothing in order to justification:’’ Nothing can 
be more false. Whoever desires to find favour with 
God, should cease from evil, and learn to do well. So 
God himself teacheth by the prophet Isaiah. Whoever 
repents, should do works meet for repentance: And 
if this is not in order to find favour, what does he do 
them for? 

Once more review the whole affair. 

1. Who of us is zow accepted of God? 

He that zow believes in Christ with a loving, obedi- 
ent heart. 

2. But who among those that never heard of Christ? 

He that according to the light he has, feareth God 
and worketh righteousness. 

3. Is this the same with, He that is sincere? 

Nearly, if not quite. 

4. Is not this salvation by works? 

Not by the merit of works, but by works as a con- 
dition. 

5. The grand objection to one of the preceding pro- 
positions, is drawn from matter of fact. God does in 
fact justify those who by their own confession neither 
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feared God nor wrought righteousness. Is this any ex- 
ception to the general rule? 

It is a doubt whether God makes any exception at all. 
But how are we sure that the person in question never 
did fear God, and work righteousness ? 

His own thinking so, is no proof. For we know 
how all that are convinced of sin, undervalue them- 
selves in every respect. 

6. Does not talking without proper caution of a jus- 
tified or sanctified state, tend to mislead men? Almost 
naturally leading them to trust in what was done in 
one moment? Whereas we are every moment pleas- 
ing or displeasing God, according to our works; ac- 
cording to the whole of our present inward tempers, 
and outward behaviour. 
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